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The disappeared: Chicago police detain Americans at abuse-laden 'black site' 

 
Jeff              Thu, Feb 26, 2015 at 1:45 AM 

 

Dear Karen, 

  

Nice to hear from you. You know, I sent that email out to 80 people and you're the only one who 

replied.  

  

I started to send you a note the other night but it got late and I didn't finish. I wanted to let you know 

that I've been holding you up in prayer, and Izumi, and all of your loved ones and friends. I check your FB 

page regularly. I pray that you'll continue to be blessed with success in all of your good endeavors. 

  

You've probably heard that when the southern states recalled their representatives in 1861, as 

permitted by the law as it stood at that time, thus leaving congress without a quorum to conduct 

business, that the congress was adjourned sine die, effectively dissolving congress as it existed at that 

time. The only lawful thing for the remnant to do would have been to start from square one with those 

states willing to reform the union without the former member states. Obviously, and in spite of much 

more recent claims to the contrary, the Constitution is a suicide pact. D.C. plans to take everyone down 

with them, if they can. 

  

And if you weren't "standing in the gap" I shudder to think of what might be happening right now. I'm 

really VERY grateful for what you've been doing. I'm eagerly awaiting an opportunity to trade in some 

FRN's for the new notes. Which reminds me, have you read the legal tender cases? Based on the info in 

an article I've attached for you, all US paper money is martial law money. 

  

In regards to what is referred to as "Fourteenth Amendment citizenship," this political status was 

actually set out in detail in the Civil Rights Act of 1866 [CRA'66]. [If I recall correctly, they tried to push it 

through in the second Freedmen's Bureau Act but it was vetoed.] If you've read the CRA'66 before, you 

probably noticed that it is a corporate franchise entirely unrelated to the original Citizenship which the 

colonists, former British subjects, acquired for themselves via the Declaration of Independence. And the 

conspirators told the "Freedmen" that they were equal to the White state Citizens.  

  

The first section of the Fourteenth Amendment is a condensed reiteration of the status created in the 

Civil Rights Act of 1866. It's a franchise and franchises are always taxable, although they aren't always 

taxed. Congress waited until 1913 to impose the income tax on Fourteenth Amendment "persons," i.e., 

individuals as well as corporations, with the alleged Sixteenth Amendment. The fact that the 16th wasn't 

actually ratified isn't relevent because it was simply a restatement of existing taxing power. It is an exise 
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tax on the privilege of operating in a corporate capacity. They forgot to tell the new citizens what the 

deal was. 

  

Separate but Equal created a problem for the conspirators. It took the depression and the Social Security 

Act to bring the formerly free, White state Citizens under the franchise. They forgot to tell everyone 

about that, too. They waited until 1954 with the Brown vs. Board of Education case to break the news. 

By that time, 90% of the public had signed up for S.S. without understanding that it was a implied 

hazardous contract with plenty of liabilities and no guaranteed benefits. Had they known, they wouldn't 

have taken the bait. The vast majority of "citizens" today still don't know what the deal is, but a lot more 

of them are catching on. 

  

And, as we now know, with the various sly maneuvers by the Men in Black over the decades, a United 

States [14th amendment] citizen, being a mere juristic person, can be railroaded into jail or prison 

without charges, representation, or an opportunity to be heard, and executed. That's where the 

"dungeon" in Chicago comes in. And the Phoenix Program, I believe. 

  

We know about the hundreds of concentration camps around the country. They're now manned and 

stocked, ready and waiting for the economic collapse that you and all of the good people you're working 

with are preventing. And I'll continue to pray for you all. 

  

BTW - Have you seen the video "Dronestream" by Josh Begley? Here it is if you're interested: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WypX2FHf7eU  A little over 6 minutes. Very informative. Federal 

citizens have no rights. The Prez can have them taken out, outside the country, with a drone. Inside the 

country . . . well, you know. 

  

Attached is a text document about income tax and federal vs. state Citizenship, written by Paul Andrew 

Mitchell. Have you heard of him? Very interesting man. He was kidnapped by the feds and held for 11 

months. They moved him around constantly. He was recently released. His story is at his website. The 

link is in the document. 

  

Lastly, I've attached a .pdf doc from a group in Texas that includes a lot of details about the Fourteenth 

Amendment. You may already be familiar with Dyett v. Turner. There's more info after that case. At 

about p. 51, you'll find a copy of General Order No. 100 with some interesting commentary. The link to 

that site is: http://thetexasrepublic.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/IN-THE-SUPREME-COURT-of-

Utah-Dyett-v-Turner.pdf  If you haven't read Gen. Ord. No. 100 before, you really should read it. I think 

it explains just about everything we're seeing in this government today. 

  

I think the fact is that we've been under martial law since 1861 and the Constitution has been used as a 

stage prop while Rome's miners and sappers have been busy doing what they do best.  I'd be happy to 

hear any comments you may have. Thanks again for all you're doing. 

  

Love,  

Jeff 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WypX2FHf7eU
http://thetexasrepublic.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/IN-THE-SUPREME-COURT-of-Utah-Dyett-v-Turner.pdf
http://thetexasrepublic.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/IN-THE-SUPREME-COURT-of-Utah-Dyett-v-Turner.pdf
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---------- Forwarded message ---------- 

From: Karen Hudes  

Date: Wed, Feb 25, 2015 at 9:56 PM 

Subject: Re: The disappeared: Chicago police detain Americans at abuse-laden 'black site' 

To: Jeff 

 

yes, please do send more info 

 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 

From: Jeff 

Date: Wed, Feb 25, 2015 at 2:34 PM 

Subject: The disappeared: Chicago police detain Americans at abuse-laden 'black site' 

Greetings Friends [bcc], 

   

This facility in Chicago is just another incremental step in the implementation of the updated Phoenix 

Program in the U.S., detailed in the book by that name written by Douglas Valentine. Check it out here: 

http://www.amazon.com/Phoenix-Program-Douglas-

Valentine/dp/0595007384/ref=sr_1_4?s=books&ie=UTF8&qid=1418270446&sr=1-

4&keywords=phoenix+project#reader_0595007384 

  

His website is here: http://www.douglasvalentine.com/the_phoenix_program_11712.htm 

  

The "constitutional" authority for this type of facility comes from the pretended 14th amendment. It has 

been exposed as a total fraud and unless we all push to have it declared to be a fraud and removed from 

the books, the assault on our freedoms will continue. 

  

People will ask, "What about all the people who got their citizenship from the 14th Amendment?" The 

follow up question is, "What good is a 'citizenship' that allows the government to lock you up without 

charges, hold you forever if they want to, torture and even execute you without a trial?" 

 Please let me know if you're interested in studying up on these facts and I'll send you more info so you 

can arm yourself with facts and evidence. Remember: All that is necessary for evil to triumph is for good 

men and women to stand by and do nothing. 

  

I hope to hear from you. 

  

Blessings, 

  

Jeff 

  

 

 

 

http://www.amazon.com/Phoenix-Program-Douglas-Valentine/dp/0595007384/ref=sr_1_4?s=books&ie=UTF8&qid=1418270446&sr=1-4&keywords=phoenix+project#reader_0595007384
http://www.amazon.com/Phoenix-Program-Douglas-Valentine/dp/0595007384/ref=sr_1_4?s=books&ie=UTF8&qid=1418270446&sr=1-4&keywords=phoenix+project#reader_0595007384
http://www.amazon.com/Phoenix-Program-Douglas-Valentine/dp/0595007384/ref=sr_1_4?s=books&ie=UTF8&qid=1418270446&sr=1-4&keywords=phoenix+project#reader_0595007384
http://www.douglasvalentine.com/the_phoenix_program_11712.htm
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The disappeared: Chicago police detain Americans at abuse-laden 'black site'  

  

http://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2015/feb/24/chicago-police-detain-americans-black-site 

  

 Exclusive: Secret interrogation facility reveals aspects of war on terror in US 
 ‘They disappeared us’: protester details 17-hour shackling without basic rights 
 Accounts describe police brutality, missing 15-year-old and one man’s death 

While US military and intelligence interrogation impacted people overseas, Homan Square – 

said to house military-style vehicles and even a cage – focuses on American citizens, most often 

poor, black and brown. ‘When you go in,’ Brian Jacob Church told the Guardian, ‘nobody knows 

what happened to you.’ Video: Phil Batta for the Guardian; editing: Mae Ryan 

  

The Chicago police department operates an off-the-books interrogation compound, rendering 

Americans unable to be found by family or attorneys while locked inside what lawyers say is the 

domestic equivalent of a CIA black site. 

Chicago 'black site': former US justice officials call for Homan Square inquiry 
Read more  

The facility, a nondescript warehouse on Chicago’s west side known as Homan Square, has long 

been the scene of secretive work by special police units. Interviews with local attorneys and one 

protester who spent the better part of a day shackled in Homan Square describe operations that 

deny access to basic constitutional rights. 

Alleged police practices at Homan Square, according to those familiar with the facility who 

spoke out to the Guardian after its investigation into Chicago police abuse, include: 

 Keeping arrestees out of official booking databases. 
 Beating by police, resulting in head wounds. 
 Shackling for prolonged periods. 
 Denying attorneys access to the “secure” facility. 
 Holding people without legal counsel for between 12 and 24 hours, including people as young as 

15. 

At least one man was found unresponsive in a Homan Square “interview room” and later 

pronounced dead. 

Brian Jacob Church, a protester known as one of the “Nato Three”, was held and questioned at 

Homan Square in 2012 following a police raid. Officers restrained Church for the better part of a 

day, denying him access to an attorney, before sending him to a nearby police station to be 

booked and charged. 

 

http://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2015/feb/24/chicago-police-detain-americans-black-site
http://www.theguardian.com/us-news/chicago
http://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2015/feb/24/chicago-homan-square-black-site
http://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2015/feb/19/evidence-chicago-detective-richard-zuley
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Chicago’s Homan Square 'black site': surveillance, military-style vehicles and a metal 

cage 
Read more  

“Homan Square is definitely an unusual place,” Church told the Guardian on Friday. “It brings to 

mind the interrogation facilities they use in the Middle East. The CIA calls them black sites. It’s 

a domestic black site. When you go in, no one knows what’s happened to you.” 

The secretive warehouse is the latest example of Chicago police practices that echo the much-

criticized detention abuses of the US war on terrorism. While those abuses impacted people 

overseas, Homan Square – said to house military-style vehicles, interrogation cells and even a 

cage – trains its focus on Americans, most often poor, black and brown. 

Advertisement 

Unlike a precinct, no one taken to Homan Square is said to be booked. Witnesses, suspects or 

other Chicagoans who end up inside do not appear to have a public, searchable record entered 

into a database indicating where they are, as happens when someone is booked at a precinct. 

Lawyers and relatives insist there is no way of finding their whereabouts. Those lawyers who 

have attempted to gain access to Homan Square are most often turned away, even as their clients 

remain in custody inside.  

“It’s sort of an open secret among attorneys that regularly make police station visits, this place – 

if you can’t find a client in the system, odds are they’re there,” said Chicago lawyer Julia 

Bartmes. 

Chicago civil-rights attorney Flint Taylor said Homan Square represented a routinization of a 

notorious practice in local police work that violates the fifth and sixth amendments of the 

constitution. 

“This Homan Square revelation seems to me to be an institutionalization of the practice that 

dates back more than 40 years,” Taylor said, “of violating a suspect or witness’ rights to a lawyer 

and not to be physically or otherwise coerced into giving a statement.” 

Much remains hidden about Homan Square. The Chicago police department did not respond to 

the Guardian’s questions about the facility. But after the Guardian published this story, the 

department provided a statement insisting, without specifics, that there is nothing untoward 

taking place at what it called the “sensitive” location, home to undercover units.  

“CPD [Chicago police department] abides by all laws, rules and guidelines pertaining to any 

interviews of suspects or witnesses, at Homan Square or any other CPD facility. If lawyers have 

a client detained at Homan Square, just like any other facility, they are allowed to speak to and 

visit them. It also houses CPD’s Evidence Recovered Property Section, where the public is able 

to claim inventoried property,” the statement said, something numerous attorneys and one 

Homan Square arrestee have denied. 
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“There are always records of anyone who is arrested by CPD, and this is not any different at 

Homan Square,” it continued. 

The Chicago police statement did not address how long into an arrest or detention those records 

are generated or their availability to the public. A department spokesperson did not respond to a 

detailed request for clarification. 

When a Guardian reporter arrived at the warehouse on Friday, a man at the gatehouse outside 

refused any entrance and would not answer questions. “This is a secure facility. You’re not even 

supposed to be standing here,” said the man, who refused to give his name. 

A former Chicago police superintendent and a more recently retired detective, both of whom 

have been inside Homan Square in the last few years in a post-police capacity, said the police 

department did not operate out of the warehouse until the late 1990s. 

But in detailing episodes involving their clients over the past several years, lawyers described 

mad scrambles that led to the closed doors of Homan Square, a place most had never heard of 

previously. The facility was even unknown to Rob Warden, the founder of Northwestern 

University Law School’s Center on Wrongful Convictions, until the Guardian informed him of 

the allegations of clients who vanish into inherently coercive police custody. 

“They just disappear,” said Anthony Hill, a criminal defense attorney, “until they show up at a 

district for charging or are just released back out on the street.” 

‘Never going to see the light of day’: the search for the Nato 

Three, the head wound, the worried mom and the dead man 

Karen Hudes @KarenHudes  ·  44s 44 seconds ago  

Dronestream: Every US drone strike - Josh Begley 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WypX2FHf7eU … 

 

 

 

https://twitter.com/KarenHudes
https://twitter.com/KarenHudes
https://twitter.com/KarenHudes/status/570967227605909504
http://t.co/TeIFT6ugM6


Geiszler 
 
Section 4 of the 14th Amendment 
by Randy Geiszler--behold@teleport.com 
 
 Next is Section 4 of the Fourteenth Amendment.  
 
            "The validity of the public debt of the United  States, 
  authorized  by law, including debts incurred for payment of  pen- 
  sions  and bounties for services in suppressing  insurrection  or 
  rebellion, shall not be questioned. But neither the United States 
  nor any state shall assume or pay any debt or obligation incurred 
  in aid of insurrection or rebellion against the United States, or 
  any claim for the loss or emancipation of any slave; but all such 
  debts,  obligations and claims shall be held illegal  and  void." 
  Fourteenth Amendment, Section 4, United States Constitution. 
 
       As  previously in this article, we will continue to  dissect 
  the  Fourteenth Amendment, with a view to its legal effects  sen- 
  tence  by  sentence,  continuing with the  remaining  portion  of 
  Section 4 and going on through section 5. 
 
       The first sentence of section 4 provides: 
 
            "The validity of the public debt of the United  States, 
  authorized  by law, including debts incurred for payment of  pen- 
  sions  and bounties for services in suppressing  insurrection  or 
  rebellion,  shall not be questioned." Fourteenth Amendment,  Sec- 
  tion 4. 
 
       For  years, as patriots, we have been questioning the  issue 
  and  use of paper money by the national government. Of course  we 
  know that the main medium which plagues us is the Federal Reserve 
  Note.  In our zeal to uphold the original intent and  purpose  of 
  our Constitution we have made a fatal error, we have ignored this 
  provision of the Fourteenth Amendment. 
 
       The  arguments  that have been used against these  Bills  of 
  Credit have always focused on Article 1, section 8,  Constitution 
  for  the  United States of America. For instance,  we  know  that 
  Congress is empowered to Coin money, not print it. 
 
            "The  Congress  shall have Power * * * To  coin  Money, 
  regulate  the  Value thereof, and of foreign Coin,  and  fix  the 
  Standard  of Weights and Measures;" Article 1, section 8,  Clause 
  5, Const. for the U.S. of A. 



 
       Under  this  clause Congress fixed the unit of  measure  for 
  money  coined  by  the United States at 416  grains  of  standard 
  silver  (Legal Tender Cases, (1870) 79 U.S. (12 Wall.) 457,  593, 
  20 L.Ed 287), calling the unit of measure a dollar. This made the 
  dollar's  silver a standard by which all other money, foreign  as 
  well  as  domestic, would be measured. As a result, there  is  no 
  such thing as a gold standard in the United States. Congress  has 
  the power to change the weight of a gold dollar without affecting 
  the standard in silver. In fact, Congress is duty bound to change 
  the gold coin when it no longer reflects a true comparative value 
  to the standard (a dollar's silver). 
 
  Consequently legislation can be found, prior to the adoption 
  of  the Fourteenth Amendment,  changing the amount of  gold  con- 
  tained in a gold dollar. Don't forget the term dollar reflects  a 
  unit of silver. When the term dollar is used with respect to gold 
  it  becomes  a  comparative term between the value  of  gold  and 
  silver,  with  silver being the constant and gold,  in  a  sense, 
  being given a respective value according to true economic  condi- 
  tions. 
 
       The only way that one could avoid being compelled to  accept 
  a  gold dollar of lessor weight for the completion  of  contracts 
  was to make specific reference to the weight of gold to be trans- 
  ferred for payment, thus treating the gold as a commodity  rather 
  than  a  monetary  unit for purposes of  the  specific  contract. 
  Legal Tender_Cases, (1884) 110 US 421, 449, 4 S.Ct. 122, 28 L.Ed. 
  204. 
 
       Although Congress had this power, concerning gold  currency, 
  Congress cannot be deemed to have power to pass legislation which 
  intended to reflect other than the parity between the standard of 
  measure  (dollars silver) and the gold dollar. To do so would  be 
  to deprive those contracting in gold dollars of property, without 
  due  process  of  law, in that they could not  recover  the  true 
  intrinsic value of their contracts. This would violate the Fourth 
  Article  in  Amendment  by seizing property  without  warrant  or 
  probable  cause upon oath or affirmation, and would  violate  the 
  Fifth Article in Amendment by either taking private property  for 
  public  use  without just compensation or by  depriving  property 
  without due process of law. 
 
       The question is, can Congress issue paper and declare it  to 
  have  an unrelated value in gold or silver, or can it  issue  the 
  same without redemption and force these Bills of Credit to circu- 



  late among private Citizens by operation of law? There is  suffi- 
  cient authority in the original Constitution to show Congress was 
  never  intended  to  exercise such a power, or at  least  not  to 
  exercise its power in such a way. 
 
       In  the  constitutional convention Sherman, in  relation  to 
  Article  1, section 10, (Const. for the U.S. of A. said that  "he 
  thought this was a favorable moment for crushing paper money."  8 
  Fed.  Stat. Anno. 177. This was an extension of the  convention's 
  "determination  to  prevent  the evils of  paper  money,  already 
  manifested by striking out from the powers of Congress the  power 
  to 'emit bills on the credit of the United States'." 8 Fed. Stat. 
  Anno. 178. 
 
       It  should be noted that only the States were directly  pro- 
  hibited  from interfering in the obligation of contracts.  During 
  the  house and senate debates on H.J.R. 192 this prohibition  was 
  brought  into view, and it was answered that the prohibition  did 
  not apply to the federal government. While this may be true,  the 
  Fourth  and  Fifth Articles in Amendment of the  Bill  of  Rights 
  accomplish the same thing by prohibiting the seizure of  property   
  without warrant or the deprivation of property without due  proc- 
  ess of law. A man has property in his contracts and if the  obli- 
  gations  of contract are interfered with, then that  property  is 
  deprived  of  the parties to the contract.  If  this  deprivation 
  takes place without proper judicial proceedings conducted  within 
  the  limitations of the Bill of Rights the taking of property  is 
  without authority of law. 
 
       When  the  question of Bills of Credit, in relation  to  the 
  powers  of Congress, was raised in the convention, the power  was 
  offered  with the clause "to borrow money" on the credit  of  the 
  United States. Governor Morris moved to strike out the words "and 
  emit  bills on the credit of the United States." Madison  thought 
  it  would  be enough to prohibit them from being made  a  tender. 
  Ellsworth thought this a favorable moment to bar the door against 
  paper  money; Read, that the words, if not struck out,  would  be 
  "as  alarming  as the mark of the beast in Revelation".  On  this 
  basis,  the  words were struck out by nine States to two.  See  8 
  Fed. Stat. Anno. 148, 149. 
 
       It  is  obvious from the convention, as well as  the  powers 
  granted to Congress concerning coinage of money and borrowing  of 
  money  on  the  credit of the United States, that  no  direct  or 
  implied  power  was given Congress to force  circulation  of  its 
  evidences  of  debt as  a currency. While Congress has  power  to 



  borrow money on the credit of the United States, Congress has  no 
  power  to force any one to lend to the government, much less  the 
  power  to spend debt into circulation, without the  intention  of 
  repayment  whatsoever, as in the case of Federal  Reserve  Notes. 
  Promises to pay are not payment. 
 
       As  a result of the money (credit) question, raised  by  the 
  fourth  section  of  the Fourteenth Amendment, I  have  found  it 
  necessary  to  review the Legal Tender Cases. For the  most  part 
  those  cases were decided during and after the Civil  War  recon- 
  struction  period  of the Civil War era when Martial Law  was  in 
  full  bloom  in the United States. By looking at these  cases  in 
  this  new light, much can be gained in the way  of  understanding 
  the money issue, as well as the Constitution in general. 
 
       From  the Legal Tender Cases we first see that  the  supreme 
  court  of the United States initially declared the  legal  tender 
  statutes of February 25th, 1862, July 11th, 1862, and March  3rd, 
  1863 be upheld as "war measures, exceptional in their  character, 
  not  authorized  by any express grant of the  power  to  Congress 
  contained  in  the  Constitution, but as not  prohibited  by  its 
  terms,  and as justified in view of the great  public  exigencies 
  which   required  their  adoption". Legal Tender Cases,  79  U.S. 
  (12  Wall.)  457, 20 L.Ed. 287.  In other words paper  money  was 
  declared  legitimate as  martial law money, i.e. Military  Scrip, 
  an emergency war measure. 
 
       The  supreme court in Thorington_v_Smith, (1868) 75 U.S.  (8 
  Wall).  1, 9, 19 L.Ed. 361, in an opinion dealing with  judgments 
  of the Confederate courts relating to property in dispute in that   
  case, made a statement that is applicable to this early  decision 
  favoring  legal tender laws, made during the hostilities  of  the 
  civil war. The court said in Thorington: 
 
            "But  such a judgment, in such a time, has  little  au- 
  thority." 
 
       Although this was said in relation to Confederate  judgments 
  the  principle still applies. In times of war, during  imposition 
  of martial law, the will to win and martial law may override  all 
  true logic, even down to the principles of the organic law. 
 
       It appears that the supreme court held to this principle  in 
  the case  of  Hepburn v_Griswald, (1870) 75 U.S. (8 Wall) 603, 19 
  L.Ed 513 . In Hepburn, supra, the supreme court reasoned that the 
  exigency which allowed the legal tender character to be  accorded 



  to  the civil war Greenbacks was over, thus the conditions  which 
  implied the power, to make them legal tender, had ended. Thus the 
  law could no longer be held constitutional as in the past. 
 
       The dissenting opinion of the chief justice in a later legal 
  tender case reports the holding of the Hepburn court: 
 
            "The  majority of the court as then  constituted,  five 
  judges  to  eight, felt 'obliged to conclude that an  act  making 
  mere promises to pay dollars a legal tender in payments of  debts 
  previously contracted is not a means appropriate, plainly  adapt- 
  ed,  really  calculated to carry into effect  any  express  power 
  vested  in Congress, is inconsistent with the spirit of the  Con- 
  stitution,    and   is   prohibited   by    the    Constitution." 
  Legal_Tender_Case,  (1870) 12 Wall. 571, supra. 
 
       The opinion of Hepburn was ordered to be published on  Janu- 
  ary  29th, 1870, and was decided in conference on November  27th, 
  1870. 
 
            "The  action of Congress in passage of the first  legal 
  Tender  Act  was * * * placed distinctly upon the ground  of  the 
  existing  imperative  need of government, and  the  legal  tender 
  clause  was  urged and adopted as a war measure."  [martial  law] 
  Julliard v. Greenman,  (1884) 110  U.S. 421, 425, 4 S.Ct. 122, 28 
  L.Ed. 204. 
 
       As  many  of us know, this is not the first  time  that  the 
  government has claimed certain implied powers as an expedient  of 
  war  or some other emergency. Martial law measures have  consist- 
  ently  been  imposed under the guise of  "emergencies"    of  all 
  kinds, Roosevelt being the greatest offender since Lincoln.   The 
  Hepburn court, without directly overruling its previous  judgment 
  upholding the legal tender acts, merely declared that the exigen- 
  cy no longer existed and that continued enforcement of the  stat- 
  ute must be declared unconstitutional. 
 
       After  the Hepburn ruling of the supreme court,  the  United 
  States  Attorney General in the cases of Knox v. Lee, and  Parker   
  v. Davis, 12 Wall 457, moved to be heard on the Hepburn question. 
  Julliard  v.  Greenman, supra, 110 US at 425.  These  cases  were 
  heard almost a year after the Hepburn case, with the court recon- 
  stituted.  Congress had passed an act allowing for an  additional 
  justice  and one of the justices concurring in the  Hepburn  case 
  had  retired. These are the conditions under which  the  question 
  was reheard. 



 
       Although the concurring justices in the Hepburn case had not 
  changed  their  opinion, the legal tender clauses were  upheld  5 
  justices  to 4, thus, overturning Hepburn v. Griswald,  directly. 
  Many  have  said this was a packed court, and this may  be  true. 
  But,  I don't believe it (the court) was  packed merely to  over- 
  turn  Hepburn, rather, it was packed to assure that  the  recent, 
  and  most controversial, Fourteenth Amendment would be upheld  in 
  its  entirety.  The legal tender question, as we  will  see,  was 
  merely  an incident of the Fourteenth Amendment, because  of  the 
  words of section 4. 
 
       In  1870  (December) the reconstituted court, for  the  most 
  part,  claimed  to  base its ruling overturning  Hepburn  on  the 
  grounds  laid out in the dissenting opinion of the Hepburn  case. 
  The only real difference in the opinions of the Hepburn court and 
  this  later legal tender case (Knox and Parker, 12  Wall.  (U.S.) 
  457)  was that the dissenting opinion of Hepburn became the  con- 
  curring opinion of Knox and Parker, and the concurring opinion of 
  Hepburn became the dissenting opinion of Knox and Parker. 
 
       It was noted by the dissenting opinion of Justice Field,  12 
  Wall. 634, that the court failed to give any reason for overturn- 
  ing  Hepburn.  The  question arises, with the  turmoil  and  flat 
  disloyalty and usurpations involved in adoption of the Fourteenth 
  Amendment still remaining vivid in 1870, did the court dare go to 
  the  4th section of the Fourteenth Amendment for  the  additional 
  law it needed to justify such an upset in the supreme court. Note 
  that  the Fourteenth Amendment was never touted as  an  amendment 
  that  would  allow Congress a legal tender power to  force  paper 
  money on American Citizens. 
 
       Justice Field begins his dissent: 
 
            "Nothing  has been heard from counsel in  these  cases, 
  and  nothing  from the present majority of the court,  which  has 
  created  a doubt in the mind of the correctness of  the  judgment 
  rendered  in the case of Hepburn v. Griswold, or of  the  conclu- 
  sions  expressed in the opinion of the majority of the  court  as 
  then  constituted. That judgment was reached only after  repeated 
  arguments  were  heard from able and eminent counsel,  and  after 
  every point raised on either side had been the subject of extend- 
  ed deliberation." Legal Tender Cases, 12 Wall. 634. 
 
       Obviously,  no one had the guts to directly raise the  Four- 
  teenth Amendment in defense of the legal tender statutes. And  in 



  fact,  you will not find any direct reference to it in the  argu- 
  ments  of  counsel or the majority opinion of  Knox  and  Parker,   
  supra.  Had  the case turned on this point there  may  have  been 
  another civil war spilling more blood than the last. 
 
       While I do not wish to go into a great deal of detail  about 
  the concurring and dissenting opinions in these cases, the  court 
  did  say some things that we will find important to this  discus- 
  sion. 
 
       A  study of the history of the Fourteenth Amendment  clearly 
  reveals  the  injustice  done by the amendment, as  well  as  the 
  injustice done to obtain assent of the states to adopt it. 
 
       The  court in Knox and Parker admits that Congress,  by  its 
  legal  tender  laws,  if declared unconstitutional,  has  done  a 
  disastrous thing: 
 
            "Indeed,  legal tender treasury notes have  become  the 
  universal  measure  of  values. If now, by our  decision,  it  be 
  established  that these debts and obligations can  be  discharged 
  only  by gold coin; itf contrary to the expectations of the  par- 
  ties to these contracts, legal tender notes are rendered unavail- 
  able,  the government  has become an instrument of  the  grossest 
  injustice." Legal Tender Cases, 12 Wall. 530. 
 
       By the legal tender law itself the government had become the 
  instrument  of gross injustice to the rights of parties  who  had 
  contracted for specie payments, now the court is worried that the 
  injustice really done will be revealed. Congress also was worried 
  about this, and that is why we have a provision in the Fourteenth 
  Amendment disallowing any question of the "validity of the public 
  debt",  that is, the validity of Congress' action. If no one  can 
  question this action then how can the injustice be revealed? 
 
       It is further said by the court: 
 
            "It is incumbent upon those who affirm the  unconstitu- 
  tionality  of  an act of Congress to show clearly that it  is  in 
  violation  of the provisions of the Constitution."  Legal  Tender 
  Cases 12 Wall. 531. 
 
       It  must  be noted that the litigants  against  paper  money 
  never  addressed the validity of the fourth section of  the  14th 
  Amendment.  No one contested the constitutionality of the  fourth 
  Section,  and while the court alluded to its  principles,  direct 



  reference to it is avoided like the plague. 
 
       Throughout all the legal tender cases the justices in  oppo- 
  sition to legal tender present a most compelling legal  argument, 
  as  well as historical facts and motives of the framers  and  the 
  people of the States, as  references to show that Congress had no 
  power  to  enact a legal tender law making  paper  acceptable  as 
  money, as ruled in Hepburn v. Griswald. 
 
       If looking only at the original organic law, as the  Hepburn 
  court  did,  these arguments are absolutely valid. But,  we  must 
  remember  that we are not dealing with only the original  organic 
  law, and neither was the supreme court after the unconstitutional 
  adoption of the Fourteenth Amendment. The Fourteenth Amendment is 
  claimed  to be a part of the organic law, no matter how false  or 
  erroneous that assumption may be. Also, in reviewing these  legal 
  tender  decisions, don't forget that the supreme court is  always 
  on  notice  of  the Constitution in  its  entirety  whether  they 
  mention any of its specific provisions or not in their opinions. 
 
       If four supreme court justices won't be heeded when relating 
  the true history and meaning of our original Constitution,  where 
  can we expect to prove our point merely on the same grounds  they 
  raised,  without dissuading the effect of subsequent  (so-called) 
  amendments.  This  is exactly what we have done  in  the  patriot 
  community, and this we haven't done as well as justice Field  and 
  his  fellow  dissenting  justices. It seems like  a  very  futile 
  attempt.  All that could be said in the supreme court, about  the 
  original  Constitution, in relation to paper money has been  said 
  by  its own justices; with one exception; the  relationship  that 
  the Fourteenth Amendment bears to the subject, and the fact  that 
  the  Fourteenth Amendment is  a mere fiction, not a part  of  the 
  Constitution. This has not been raised. We must answer the  ques- 
  tion  posed  by justice Field, what allowed Hepburn to  be  over- 
  turned? 
 
       Let us look at some of the things said by the litigants  and 
  the court in upholding the legal tender law.  If I am right about 
  the  implications of the fourth Section of the Fourteenth  Amend- 
  ment, then some reference must have been made to it, even if only 
  indirectly. 
 
       You  might  say  that the validity of the  public  debt  has 
  nothing  to do with paper currency, or currency in  general.  The 
  attorney  general  of  the United States, in  arguing  for  paper 
  money, disagrees: 



 
            "There is a kinship between the borrowing of money  and 
  the  issuing of a currency made valuable by being  invested  with 
  all  the  facilities of money, in evidence  of  that  borrowing." 
  Legal Tender Cases, 12 Wall. 526. 
 
       Interestingly enough, no reference is made to the Fourteenth 
  Amendment  by the attorney general when this statement was  made, 
  while  the language relates directly to provisions of the  fourth 
  section. 
 
            "A  decent respect for a co-ordinate branch of  govern- 
  ment  demands that the judiciary should presume, until  the  con- 
  trary  is clearly show, that there has been no  transgression  of 
  power of Congress * * *" Legal Tender Cases, 12 Wall 531. 
 
       Remember, new power was conferred upon Congress more plenary   
  in  its character than ever before, with exception of  the  Thir- 
  teenth Amendment, as you will see in our discussion of the  Fifth 
  section of the Fourteenth Amendment, infra. 
 
       In speaking of the powers of Congress: 
 
            "It  is allowable to group together any number of  them 
  and  infer  from them all that the power claimed  has  been  con- 
  ferred." Legal Tender Cases, 12 Wall. 534. 
 
       What about the new power of the Fourteenth Amendment? 
 
       The  court  admits that the Bill of Rights was  intended  to 
  curtail  those  questionable powers of Congress that may  be  im- 
  plied,  "these  amendments  are denials of  power"  Legal  Tender 
  Cases,  12 Wall. 535; and refers to the Preamble of the  Bill  of 
  Rights  as setting that standard. This will be further  discussed 
  with reference to who is competent to amend the Constitution  and 
  under what conditions.  But right after the court says this,  for 
  the  most part, the Bill of Rights is disregarded. Why, does  the 
  Fourteenth Amendment supersede the Bill of Rights where the power 
  exercised is a direct power conferred after their adoption?  This 
  seems to be the accepted opinion.  Answer: The limitations of the 
  Bill  of Rights are common-law principles, while  the  Fourteenth 
  Amendment is martial law.  When martial law is put into effect it 
  is  used to suspend the common law, rightfully or otherwise,  and 
  therefore supersedes it. 
 
       From the standpoint of constitutional construction: 



 
            "If  there be any conflict between an amendment  and  a 
  provision  of the original Constitution, the provision found   in 
  the amendment must control, under the rule that the last  expres- 
  sion of the will of the lawmaker prevails over an earlier one"  9 
  Fed. Stat. Anno. 255. 
 
       This also raises the question, who is the lawmaker if  there 
  is to be a change in the members of the sovereign body? Is it not 
  the  sovereign  body itself, rather than their  creations  (state 
  legislatures or Congress)? 
 
       It  is  said that the Congress has power to  borrow  on  the 
  credit  of  the  United States, and the power to  emit  bills  of 
  credit is incident to that power. But the court relates that when 
  the  legal  tender  laws were passed, it was the  fact  that  the 
  credit of the United States had run out which caused the exigency 
  (emergency) requiring a legal tender law. 
 
            "Meanwhile  the public treasury was nearly  empty,  and 
  the  credit  of the government, if not stretched  to  its  utmost 
  tension,  had become nearly exhausted * * *" Legal Tender  Cases, 
  12 Wall. 541 (Concurring opinion) 
 
       If the credit is exhausted where is their power to borrow on 
  the  credit or any implied power under it? But, this is not  true   
  if  the  validity of the debt cannot  be questioned  (Fourteenth 
  Amendment, section 4). 
 
       The  basic  reasoning of the concurring court  in  Knox  and 
  Parker  (Legal Tender Cases 12 Wall. 457) was that  Congress  has 
  the  power to declare war and repel insurrection (powers of  mar- 
  tial  law); from this power is implied the power to make  war  or 
  the  power to execute such war (implied powers of  martial  law); 
  coupled with the war powers (martial law powers) is the power  to 
  borrow money on the credit of the United States; when the  credit 
  of  the United States runs out or short an emergency  exists  (an 
  excuse for imposition of martial law measures) and, under the war 
  powers, loans may be forced. Under this implied power to  enforce 
  loans  the  government may issue bills of credit  evidencing  the 
  debt  and force their acceptance by declaring them legal  tender. 
  Here  we see an implication of power not directly given,  in  its 
  fourth  generation of implication, all justified under the  power 
  of  martial law. This is stretching things to say the least,  and 
  we have already discussed the borrowing power being  extinguished 
  when the credit of the United States becomes none existent.   The 



  consequence  of a marriage between the war powers  and  emergency 
  borrowing  when  there is no credit to borrow  against  is  legal 
  tender  paper  money, which would be better called  "martial  law 
  money." 
 
       Basically the power exercised in legal tender was a military 
  power (martial law power) and when we go back to the Hepburn case 
  we  see that to be true according to the Supreme court. Now  with 
  the war over, wherein could the implied martial law powers  rest? 
  They had no basis, this was the decision of Hepburn. 
 
       It  becomes obvious that Congress needed a new direct  grant 
  of  power to enforce the legal tender laws. Thus the fourth  sec- 
  tion  of  the Fourteenth Amendment was purposed to  maintain  the 
  validity  of the public debt, leaving the bills of credit  issued 
  as  evidence of that debt valid, under an implied  power  derived 
  from  a  new source. Therefore, the Fourth Section of  the  Four- 
  teenth  Amendment  was intended to imply the power to  make  them 
  (greenbacks) a legal tender to maintain the validity of the  debt 
  from  another source.  None the less, the martial law nature  and 
  origin  of  the debt and its currency (legal  tender)  cannot  be 
  doubted.  It is clearly stated in the Fourth Section of the Four- 
  teenth Amendment. 
 
       By the fourth section of the 14th Amendment Congress  claims 
  a new direct power, as a basis for implied powers that could  not 
  lawfully  be used except by necessity of military  exigency.  The 
  Fourteenth  Amendment is an extension of the  Congress'  military 
  (martial  law) power over the entire United States, not  confined 
  by any of the clause of the original Constitution for the  United 
  States of America, if the Fourteenth Amendment is fact instead of 
  fiction. 
 
       Look  at  what  is alleged to have started  the  Civil  War. 
  Allegedly  a  shot was fired on Fort Sumpter. Congress  has  full   
  power under Article 1, section 8, clause 17 to govern forts,  and 
  it could truly be said an insurrection had been done against  not 
  one of the United States, but against the property under  control 
  of  the  Congress of the United States.  Congress,  claiming  its 
  martial law "power to declare war," "suppress insurrections"  and 
  "repel  Invasions," imposed martial law on the United States  and 
  never  discontinued it. The result-an extension of  military  and 
  municipal jurisdiction of Congress. But where is the evidence  of 
  this?  Look at the Thirteenth Amendment, the Civil  Rights  Acts, 
  the Legal Tender Laws, the Fourteenth Amendment, etc., etc., etc. 
 



       The  fact  that Congress did not merely extend  its  coinage 
  power over currency is clearly admitted by the court: 
 
            "* * * nor do we assert that Congress may make anything 
  which  has  no  value money. Legal Tender  Cases,  12  Wall.  553 
  (Concurring opinion) 
 
       Paper "money" then isn't under the money powers of  Congress 
  but  under the military power in conjunction with  the  borrowing 
  power and this power is not the original power under the original 
  constitution  but  an new and different power  of  martial   rule 
  under the Fourth Section of the Fourteenth Amendment. The  origi- 
  nal borrowing power is only solvent when the credit of the United 
  States  is intact. Section 4 of the Fourteenth Amendment  confers 
  authority beyond that known to the borrowing power of Article  1, 
  Section 8, clause 3 which is obvious since it also relates to the 
  validity of the public debt and consequently borrowing to  create 
  that debt. 
 
       In  previous articles we have made reference to the  Federal 
  and  National characters of the U.S. government. Justice  Bradley 
  says it is a national power that prevents the States from  seced- 
  ing from the Union (Ibid at 555). When this power is exercised in 
  prevention of insurrection (as in the civil war) it is a national 
  power, and any powers implied by its exigencies are also national 
  powers.   In this case we are clearly talking about the  national 
  power of martial law. 
 
       The  Fourteenth Amendment is an extension of national  mili- 
  tary powers presently used in a municipal character, and enforced 
  by  municipal laws, stretched far beyond their  original  limita- 
  tions, and enforced in Article 1 tribunals. See the discussion of 
  section  5 of the Fourteenth, infra concerning Article  1  tribu- 
  nals. 
 
       The  court even had the nerve to go to the taxing  power  of 
  Congress  to draw certain implications about Congress' power.  We 
  know  the lawful bounds of the taxing power originally  conferred 
  are  uniformity  and apportionment. Franklin  referred  to  paper 
  money as imposing "a kind of imperceptible tax". See,  concurring 
  opinion  of  Justice Bradley, Legal Tender Cases, 12  Wall.  557. 
  Without  the  Fourteenth  Amendment how would  such  taxation  be 
  lawful?  Don't forget the Fourteenth Amendment is considered  the 
  last word on the subjects with which it deals.  
 
       In  1884 the case of Julliard v. Greenman again  raised  the 



  legal  tender  issue (110 US 421). Up to this point no  one  men- 
  tioned  the Fourteenth Amendment in legal tender  litigation,  at 
  least  as far as I have found. Twenty-six years after  the  Four- 
  teenth  Amendment the Plaintiff in Error in Julliard v.  Greenman 
  finally makes reference to it: 
 
            "The  forced  loans of 1862 and 1863, in  the  form  of 
  legal tender notes, were vital forces in the struggle for nation- 
  al supremacy. They formed a part of the public debt of the United 
  States,  the  validity of which is solemnly  established  by  the 
  Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution." Julliard v.  Greenman, 
  110 US 432. 
 
       The  Fourteenth  Amendment  was further alluded  to  by  the 
  plaintiff in error: 
 
            "The  question  of the constitutionality of an  act  of 
  Congress,  as well as the question of its construction,  must  be 
  considered  in the light of the history of the time when  it  was 
  enacted."  Julliard v. Greenman, 110 US 430. 
 
       Is this also not true of an amendment to the Constitution? 
 
            "And whenever the power sought to be exercised depends, 
  or must be predicated, upon a given state of facts, the existence 
  of  the  power is a judicial question to be determined  upon  the 
  facts." Ibid. 
 
       And,  after alluding to cases which support this  principle, 
  in  development of the martial law jurisdiction, wherein the  law 
  of the Fourteenth Amendment lies; he goes on to say: 
 
            "The same doctrine is maintained in the Slaughter-house 
  cases, 16 Wall. 36." Ibid. 
 
       The Slaughter-house cases are adjudications of civil  rights 
  protected  by the Fourteenth Amendment, and are  consistent  with 
  the other cases cited by the plaintiff in error. 
 
       Then at the end of the page 430 the truth really comes out: 
 
            "The exercise of jurisdiction by a court or a  legisla- 
  ture assumes the existence of the jurisdiction in the tribunal or 
  body exercising it." Ibid 
 
       What is really being said here? The Fourteenth Amendment has 



  been here, and Congress has been allowed to exercise jurisdiction 
  under  it  for  some 26 years, therefore it must  be  assumed  to 
  exist. Even the court upheld this jurisdiction in the  Slaughter- 
  house  cases,  and cases in the same jurisdiction  (martial  law) 
  have  developed this principle where Congress' power  in  martial 
  law was upheld. There is no inconsistency here. 
    
       I  fully  believe that the plaintiff in  error in  Julliard 
  understood exactly what he was talking about, especially when  he 
  says  the Fourteenth Amendment makes the public debt  unquestion- 
  able in the same argument. 
 
       Of course, the Julliard court again gives the same arguments 
  in  favor of legal tender notes, as had been given in  the  past. 
  Again  this  argument which seems to be lacking in  something  to 
  give  it validity. A close look at the opinion again reveals  the 
  court  alluding to the principles of the Fourteenth Amendment  to 
  uphold  its  position and Justice Field dissents  with  the  same 
  argument  as  he and his like minded associates had used  in  the 
  past, still failing to convince the majority of the court. 
 
       These,  the arguments of justice Field, and many more  argu- 
  ments have been offered by patriots against paper money. Consist- 
  ently we have met with little success with these arguments,  when 
  they  are valid arguments under the original Constitution of  the 
  United States. 
 
       The  problem is that Congress has claimed new power  through 
  the  Fourteenth  Amendment. We have been missing  the  point  all 
  along. Our attention has been focused upon the original Constitu- 
  tion  and away from those so-called amendments that are  designed 
  to  destroy our original concept of government. By amendment   it 
  is  said  "The  validity of the public debt * * *  shall  not  be 
  questioned".  If no one is allowed to question the  public  debt, 
  then,  how can anyone question the notes representing that  debt, 
  or the enactments of the legislature forcing us to accept it.  We 
  can not even question Congress' adoption of the immoral principle 
  of "I'd rather owe you than cheat you out of it". 
 
       From this we see that the only reason for this clause of the 
  Fourteenth  Amendment  was to, ex post facto,  give  validity  to 
  martial  law  acts  not authorized by the  Constitution,  and  to 
  prevent  the  people from contesting those unauthorized  acts  of 
  martial law. 
 
       Why  have  we not been able to prevent the increase  of  the 



  national debt? Because, we have no right to question the validity 
  of  the  debt in court, as long as the  Fourteenth  Amendment  is 
  considered a valid amendment to the Constitution, which it isn't. 
  First we must attack the Fourteenth Amendment as  unconstitution- 
  al,  before  any of the otherwise valid arguments  against  paper 
  money  will  have any effect. We have not been making  the  wrong 
  arguments, we just haven't directed them against the  perversions 
  of our organic law. 
 
       Why do we have the Federal Reserve Corporation? If  Congress 
  is  claiming power to create an unquestionable public debt,  then 
  they will also claim the right to exercise that power through any 
  agent they wish, especially when that agent simplifies the  proc- 
  ess  of imposing the debt and increasing it, Congress may   claim 
  this power under guise of the necessary and proper clause Article 
  1,  section 8, clause 18, but all of us will know that the  power   
  actually  lies  under the Fourteenth Amendment,  Section  5,  the 
  power to enforce this amendment by appropriate legislation. 
 
       The civil war Congress not only wanted to protect the green- 
  backs  in  circulation  after the civil war but  wanted  to  make 
  provision for new and increasing debt. Notice the words  "includ- 
  ing  debts incurred * * * in suppressing insurrection and  rebel- 
  lion * * *." Had Congress only intended to protect the greenbacks 
  of the civil war these would have been the only debts  protected. 
  Instead,  Congress  also  included the public  debt  in  general, 
  allowing  the inclusion of any debt enacted by Congress.  If  you 
  wish  to study the Legal Tender Cases further, here are  some  of 
  the authorities: 
 
   Houston v. Moore, (1820) 18 U.S. (5 Wheat.) 1, 49, 5 L.Ed. 19. 
 
   Briscoe  v. Bank of Commonwealth of Kentucky, (1837) 36 U.S  (11 
  Pet.) 257, 9 L.Ed. 709. 
 
   Lick v. Faulkner, (1864) 25 Cal. 405. 
 
   Thorington v. Smith, (1868) 8 Wall. 1, supra. 
 
   Veazie  Bank  v. Fenno, (1869) 75 U.S. (8 Wall.) 533,  19  L.Ed. 
  482. 
 
   Legal Tender Cases, (1870) 12 Wall. 457, supra. 
 
   Legal Tender Case, (1884) 110 U.S. 421, supra. 
 



       It  is clear from these cases that the Fourteenth  Amendment 
  is  a continuation of military power (martial law)  exercised  by 
  Congress during the civil war and that paper money (legal tender) 
  is martial law money. 
 
            "But  neither  the  United States nor  an  state  shall 
  assume or pay an debt or obligation incurred in aid of  insurrec- 
  tion or rebellion against the United states * * *" 
 
       One of the obvious intentions of these words, was to prevent 
  the  Southern States from paying, and their creditors  from  col- 
  lecting,  debts incurred through participation in the Civil  War. 
  Thus,  all  those  persons who had become the  creditors  to  the 
  Southern States were deprived of property without due process  of 
  law.  Such a deprivation of property by legislative  act  consti- 
  tutes  a bill of attainder in its lesser form of a bill of  pains 
  and  penalties. Congress, as well as the States,  are  prohibited 
  from  passing  such acts in Article 1, sections 9 and 10  of  the 
  United States Constitution.   Further more, the act is an ex post 
  facto  law punishing the act committed with a law  enacted  after 
  commission of the act. 
 
       This  being true, how could power be claimed by Congress  to 
  resolve  to amend the Constitution in this manner. How could  the 
  State legislatures claim the power to ratify such an amendment? 
 
       This portion of the fourth section of the Fourteenth  Amend- 
  ment also acts as an indemnification act for the United States by 
  making it impossible for any one to lay claims against the united 
  for the destruction committed by the armies of the United  States 
  while enforcing martial law upon the southern States. 
 
       The  final portion of the fourth section casts light on  the 
  money  issue  previously discussed as well as the issues  of  the 
  aforementioned paragraph. 
 
            "But  neither  the United States nor  any  state  shall 
  assume  or pay * * * an claim for the loss or emancipation of  an 
  slave;  but all such debts, obligations and claims shall be  held 
  illegal and void." 
 
       The  enactment of Congress forcing the emancipation  of  the 
  slaves,  was a great loss of property to those who held  them  in 
  subjection.  The first emancipation was of slaves was ordered  by   
  proclamation of Abraham Lincoln, President, acting as  Commander- 
  in-Chief  of  the Military forces of the United States,  and  was 



  later  claimed to be made perpetual by the Thirteenth  Amendment. 
  By operation of these enactments, property was taken and no  com- 
  pensation  was offered and military force was used  enforce  this 
  deprivation of property. Emancipation was born out of martial law 
  and survives under the power of martial law today. 
 
       The  Fourth Article in Amendment makes such an  unreasonable 
  seizure  of property (seizure of property without warrant  issued 
  upon oath or affirmation) unconstitutional and prohibits Congress 
  from legislating to this end. Similarly, the Constitutions of the 
  States  disable the State legislatures in the same respect.  Nei- 
  ther  Congress or the State legislatures had power to  pass  such 
  legislation, whether in the form of an amendment or statute. 
 
       In  addition, the Fifth Article in Amendment  prohibits  the 
  taking  of property for public use without compensation and  fur- 
  ther prohibits the taking of property without due process of law. 
  Due process of law requires a trial by jury in civil cases a com- 
  mon-law  (Seventh Article in Amendment) and indictment and  speed 
  public  trial  by  an impartial jury of the  State  and  district 
  wherein the crime shall have been committed, and etc.,  with  the 
  right  to subpoena witnesses and face our accusers,  in  criminal 
  cases,  (Six Article in Amendment).  Clearly, Congress knew  that 
  they could not prevent claims "for  the loss or emancipation of an 
  slaves" from being successful in southern courts.  Also, Congress 
  clearly knew that southern juries would uphold claims against the 
  United  States  as well as the Confederate States for  debts  in- 
  curred and damages done by the Civil War.  Instead of facing this 
  fact,  Congress chose to usurp the law that would be enforced  by 
  juries, that is, the common-law. 
 
       Moreover,  the  States are prohibited from passing  any  law 
  violating  the  obligation of contracts, Article 1,  section  10, 
  Constitution  for  the United States of America.  Every  man  who 
  holds property lawfully acquired usually has a bill of sale  evi- 
  dencing the transfer of ownership rights. The bill of sale is  an 
  executed  contract, and as such is one of the few contracts  that 
  has real standing at law. 
 
       The courts of equity may void a contract for fraud and other 
  similar  conditions, but no one has any power or right to  inter- 
  fere with valid contracts, and the property rights acquired under 
  them.   If the State can pass no such law, and  the  Constitution 
  and  its amendments are law, from whence did the power  come  for 
  the State legislatures to ratify such an amendment?  Martial  law 
  is the only answer. 



 
       As  a  result of this section of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment 
  litigation  arose concerning confederate currency. The  adjudica- 
  tion of these cases is of importance to our understanding of  the 
  issues  concerning  paper money. The confederate  currency  bears 
  similarities to the Federal Reserve Note of today, that cannot be 
  ignored.  
 
       Many  have said that the use of Federal Reserve Notes  gives 
  rise  to  jurisdiction over the transaction for which  they  were 
  used.  The  confederate currency being designed by  the  Southern 
  States for all transactions therein, although never made a  legal 
  tender,  was considered to be " * * * a currency imposed upon the 
  community  by  irresistible  force."  Branch v. Haas,  (1883)  16 
  F. 54;  9 Fed. Stat. Anno. 630.  In  Thorington v. Smith,  (1868) 
  8  Wall.  6, the supreme court said: 
 
            "They  have no necessary relations to the hostile  gov- 
  ernment, whether invading or insurgent. They are transactions  in 
  the  ordinary course of civil society, and though they may  indi- 
  rectly and remotely promote the ends of the unlawful  government, 
  are  without blame, except when proved to have been entered  into 
  with actual intent to further invasion or insurrection." 
 
       This is also true of Federal Reserve Notes which are imposed 
  by irresistible force on the normal course of life and  business. 
  Even  more  so since Federal Reserve Notes  were  declared  legal 
  tender from beginning as were their predecessors the green back. 
 
       In the same case, the court said: 
 
            "We cannot doubt that such contracts should be enforced 
  in the courts of the United States after restoration of peace, to 
  the  extent  of their just obligation." Ibid. See  also,  9  Fed. 
  Stat. Anno. 237. 
 
       Many patriots have been contested the obligations of private 
  contracts,  on  the basis of unlawful issuance of credit  or  the 
  medium  of exchange designated in the contract. We have,  through 
  such contracts, obtained substance with the credit issued,  which 
  indicates that a just obligation arose out of them. We will  find 
  ourselves  hard pressed to abrogate such contracts merely on  the 
  basis of currency designated: 
 
            "Transaction between individuals, which would be  legal 
  and  binding under ordinary circumstances, cannot  be  pronounced 



  illegal and of no obligation because done in conformity with laws 
  enacted or directions given by the usurping power. Between  these 
  extremes  of  lawful  and unlawful there is a  large  variety  of 
  transactions  to  which  it is difficult to  apply  strictly  any 
  general rule; but it may be safely said that transactions of  the 
  usurping  authority, prejudicial to the interests of citizens  of 
  other  states excluded by the insurrection and by the  policy  of 
  the national government from the care and oversight of their  own 
  interests within the states in rebellion cannot be upheld in  the 
  courts of that government." 
 
       So, only those transactions which are specifically  intended 
  to  support  the usurping power would be considered to  have  any 
  connection  with the usurpation. In the meantime, those  transac- 
  tions,  private  in nature, only made according  to  irresistible 
  forces imposed upon the parties are without blame of the  parties   
  and binding to their just value. 
 
       The  bottom line is the money issue is a very weak if not  a 
  non-existent  argument  in  relation to  private  contracts.  The 
  constitution applies to governments interaction with the  Citizen 
  but not to Citizens interaction with one another. The use of  the 
  Federal  Reserve  Notes, imposed upon us by  irresistible  force, 
  does not give rise to blame or attachment to the usurping author- 
  ity. 
 
       Although there may be one exception in the case of contracts 
  adjudicated  in State courts.  Under Article 1, Section 10,  Con- 
  stitution for the United States of America, "no state shall  make 
  any  thing  but  gold and silver a tender in  payment  of  debt." 
  Therefore, in cases where contracts make something other than  gold 
  or silver a tender in payment of debt it is doubtful that state  courts 
  would have jurisdiction to enforce them.  Consequently, the State 
  court could adjudicate the obligation of the contract for Federal 
  Reserve Notes but could not make a judgment in that medium.   This 
  situation creates  an interesting paradox when you demand that  a 
  State court define the medium of exchange in a judgment on such a 
  so-called private contract written in terms of legal tender. 
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1. Is the Internal Revenue Service (“IRS”) an organization within the U.S. Department of the 
Treasury? 
Answer: No. The IRS is not an organization within the United States Department of the 
Treasury. The U.S. Department of the Treasury was organized by statutes now codified in Title 
31 of the United States Code, abbreviated “31 U.S.C.” The only mention of the IRS anywhere in 
31 U.S.C. §§ 301-310 is an authorization for the President to appoint an Assistant General 
Counsel in the U.S. Department of the Treasury to be the Chief Counsel for the IRS. See 31 
U.S.C. 301(f)(2). 
At footnote 23 in the case of Chrysler Corp. v. Brown, 441 U.S. 281 (1979), the U.S. Supreme 
Court admitted that no organic Act for the IRS could be found, after they searched for such an 
Act all the way back to the Civil War, which ended in the year 1865 A.D. The Guarantee Clause 
in the U.S. Constitution guarantees the Rule of Law to all Americans (we are to be governed by 
Law and not by arbitrary bureaucrats). See Article IV, Section 4. Since there was no organic Act 
creating it, IRS is not a lawful organization. 
 
2. If not an organization within the U.S. Department of the Treasury, then what exactly is the 
IRS? 
Answer: The IRS appears to be a collection agency working for foreign banks and operating out 
of Puerto Rico under color of the Federal Alcohol Administration (“FAA”). But the FAA was 
promptly declared unconstitutional inside the 50 States by the U.S. Supreme Court in the case of 
U.S. v. Constantine, 296 U.S. 287 (1935), because Prohibition had already been repealed. 
In 1998, the United States Court of Appeals for the First Circuit identified a second “Secretary of 
the Treasury” as a man by the name of Manual Díaz-Saldaña. See the definitions of “Secretary” 
and “Secretary or his delegate” at 27 CFR 26.11 (formerly 27 CFR 250.11), and the published 
decision in Used Tire International, Inc. v. Manual Díaz-Saldaña, court docket number 97-2348, 
September 11, 1998. Both definitions mention Puerto Rico. 
When all the evidence is examined objectively, IRS appears to be a money laundry, extortion 
racket, and conspiracy to engage in a pattern of racketeering activity, in violation of 18 U.S.C. 
1951 and 1961 et seq. (“RICO”). Think of Puerto RICO (Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt 
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Organizations Act); in other words, it is an organized crime syndicate operating under false and 
fraudulent pretenses. 
 
3. By what legal authority, if any, has the IRS established offices inside the 50 States of the 
Union? 
Answer: After much diligent research, several investigators have concluded that there is no 
known Act of Congress, nor any Executive Order, giving IRS lawful jurisdiction to operate 
within any of the 50 States of the Union. 
Their presence within the 50 States appears to stem from certain Agreements on Coordination of 
Tax Administration (“ACTA”), which officials in those States have consummated with the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue. A template for ACTA agreements can be found at the IRS 
Internet website and in the Supreme Law Library on the Internet. 
However, those ACTA agreements are demonstrably fraudulent, for example, by expressly 
defining “IRS” as a lawful bureau within the U.S. Department of the Treasury. (See Answer to 
Question 1 above.) Moreover, those ACTA agreements also appear to violate State laws 
requiring competitive bidding before such a service contract can be awarded by a State 
government to any subcontractor. There is no evidence to indicate that ACTA agreements were 
reached after competitive bidding processes; on the contrary, the IRS is adamant about 
maintaining a monopoly syndicate. 
 
4. Can IRS legally show “Department of the Treasury” on their outgoing mail? 
Answer: No. It is obvious that such deceptive nomenclature is intended to convey the false 
impression that IRS is a lawful bureau or department within the U.S. Department of the 
Treasury. Federal laws prohibit the use of United States Mail for fraudulent purposes. Every 
piece of U.S. Mail sent from IRS with “Department of the Treasury” in the return address, is one 
count of mail fraud. 
5. Does the U.S. Department of Justice have power of attorney to represent the IRS in federal 
court? 
Answer: No. Although the U.S. Department of Justice (“DOJ”) does have power of attorney to 
represent federal agencies before federal courts, the IRS is not an “agency” as that term is legally 
defined in the Freedom of Information Act or in the Administrative Procedures Act. The 
governments of all federal Territories are expressly excluded from the definition of federal 
“agency” by Act of Congress. See 5 U.S.C. 551(1)(C). 
Since IRS is domiciled in Puerto Rico (RICO?), it is thereby excluded from the definition of 
federal agencies which can be represented by the DOJ. The IRS Chief Counsel, appointed by the 
President under authority of 31 U.S.C. 301(f)(2), can appear, or appoint a delegate to appear in 
federal court on behalf of IRS and IRS employees. Again, see the Answer to Question 1 above. 
As far as powers of attorney are concerned, the chain of command begins with Congress, flows 
to the President, and then to the IRS Chief Counsel, and NOT to the U.S. Department of Justice. 
 
6. Were the so-called 14th and 16th amendments properly ratified? 
Answer: No. Neither was properly ratified. In the case of People v. Boxer (December 1992), 
docket number #S-030016, U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer fell totally silent in the face of an 
Application to the California Supreme Court by the People of California, for an ORDER 
compelling Senator Boxer to witness the material evidence against the so-called 16th amendment. 
That so-called “amendment” allegedly authorized federal income taxation, even though it 
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contains no provision expressly repealing two Constitutional Clauses mandating that direct taxes 
must be apportioned. The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals and the U.S. Supreme Court have both 
ruled that repeals by implication are not favored. See Crawford Fitting Co. et al. v. J.T. Gibbons, 
Inc., 482 U.S. 437, 442 (1987). 
The material evidence in question was summarized in AFFIDAVIT’s that were properly 
executed and filed in that case. Boxer fell totally silent, thus rendering those affidavits the “truth 
of the case.” The so-called 16th amendment has now been correctly identified as a major fraud 
upon the American People and the United States. Major fraud against the United States is a 
serious federal offense. See 18 U.S.C. 1031. 
Similarly, the so-called 14th amendment was never properly ratified either. In the case of Dyett v. 
Turner, 439 P.2d 266, 270 (1968), the Utah Supreme Court recited numerous historical facts 
proving, beyond any shadow of a doubt, that the so-called 14th amendment was likewise a major 
fraud upon the American People. 
Those facts, in many cases, were Acts of the several State Legislatures voting for or against that 
proposal to amend the U.S. Constitution. The Supreme Law Library has a collection of 
references detailing this major fraud. 
The U.S. Constitution requires that constitutional amendments be ratified by three-fourths of the 
several States. As such, their Acts are governed by the Full Faith and Credit Clause in the U.S. 
Constitution. See Article IV, Section 1. 
Judging by the sheer amount of litigation its various sections have generated, particularly Section 
1, the so-called 14th amendment is one of the worst pieces of legislation ever written in American 
history. The phrase “subject to the jurisdiction of the United States” is properly understood to 
mean “subject to the municipal jurisdiction of Congress.” (See Answer to Question 19 below.) 
For this one reason alone, the Congressional Resolution proposing the so-called 14th amendment 
is provably vague and therefore unconstitutional. See 14 Stat. 358-359, Joint Resolution No. 48, 
June 16, 1866. 
 
7. Where are the statutes that create a specific liability for federal income taxes? 
Answer: Section 1 of the Internal Revenue Code (“IRC”) contains no provisions creating a 
specific liability for taxes imposed by subtitle A. Aside from the statutes which apply only to 
federal government employees, pursuant to the Public Salary Tax Act, the only other statutes that 
create a specific liability for federal income taxes are those itemized in the definition of 
“Withholding agent” at IRC section 7701(a)(16). For example, see IRC section 1461. A separate 
liability statute for “employment” taxes imposed by subtitle C is found at IRC section 3403. 
After a worker authorizes a payroll officer to withhold taxes, typically by completing Form W-4, 
the payroll officer then becomes a withholding agent who is legally and specifically liable for 
payment of all taxes withheld from that worker’s paycheck. Until such time as those taxes are 
paid in full into the Treasury of the United States, the withholding agent is the only party who is 
legally liable for those taxes, not the worker. See IRC section 7809 (“Treasury of the United 
States”). 
If the worker opts instead to complete a Withholding Exemption Certificate, consistent with IRC 
section 3402(n), the payroll officer is not thereby authorized to withhold any federal income 
taxes. In this latter situation, there is absolutely no liability for the worker or for the payroll 
officer; in other words, there is no liability PERIOD, specifically because there is no withholding 
agent. 
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8. Can a federal regulation create a specific liability, when no specific liability is created by the 
corresponding statute? 
Answer: No. The U.S. Constitution vests all legislative power in the Congress of the United 
States. See Article I, Section 1. The Executive Branch of the federal government has no 
legislative power whatsoever. This means that agencies of the Executive Branch, and also the 
federal Courts in the Judicial Branch, are prohibited from making law. 
If an Act of Congress fails to create a specific liability for any tax imposed by that Act, then 
there is no liability for that tax. Executive agencies have no authority to cure any such omission 
by using regulations to create a liability. 
“[A]n administrative agency may not create a criminal offense or any liability not sanctioned by 
the lawmaking authority, especially a liability for a tax or inspection fee.” See Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue v. Acker, 361 U.S. 87, 4 L.Ed.2d 127, 80 S.Ct. 144 (1959), and Independent 
Petroleum Corp. v. Fly, 141 F.2d 189 (5th Cir. 1944) as cited at 2 Am Jur 2d, p. 129, footnote 2 
(1962 edition) [bold emphasis added]. However, this cite from American Jurisprudence has been 
removed from the 1994 edition of that legal encyclopedia. 
 
9. The federal regulations create an income tax liability for what specific classes of people? 
Answer: The regulations at 26 CFR 1.1-1 attempted to create a specific liability for all “citizens 
of the United States” and all “residents of the United States”. However, those regulations 
correspond to IRC section 1, which does not create a specific liability for taxes imposed by 
subtitle A. 
Therefore, these regulations are an overly broad extension of the underlying statutory authority; 
as such, they are unconstitutional, null and void ab initio (from the beginning, in Latin). The 
Acker case cited above held that federal regulations can not exceed the underlying statutory 
authority. (See Answer to Question 8 above.) 
 
10. How many classes of citizens are there, and how did this number come to be? 
Answer: There are two (2) classes of citizens: State Citizens and federal citizens. The first class 
originates in the Qualifications Clauses in the U.S. Constitution, where the term “Citizen of the 
United States” is used. (See 1:2:2, 1:3:3 and 2:1:5.) Notice the UPPER-CASE “C” in “Citizen”. 
The pertinent court cases have defined the term “United States” in these Clauses to mean “States 
United”, and the full term means “Citizen of ONE OF the States United”. See People v. De La 
Guerra, 40 Cal. 311, 337 (1870); Judge Pablo De La Guerra signed the California Constitution of 
1849, when California first joined the Union. Similar terms are found in the Diversity Clause at 
Article III, Section 2, Clause 1, and in the Privileges and Immunities Clause at Article IV, 
Section 2, Clause 1. Prior to the Civil War, there was only one (1) class of Citizens under 
American Law. See the holding in Pannill v. Roanoke, 252 F. 910, 914-915 (1918), for definitive 
authority on this key point. 
The second class originates in the 1866 Civil Rights Act, where the term “citizen of the United 
States” is used. This Act was later codified at 42 U.S.C. 1983. Notice the lower-case “c” in 
“citizen”. The pertinent court cases have held that Congress thereby created a municipal 
franchise primarily for members of the Negro race, who were freed by President Lincoln’s 
Emancipation Proclamation (a war measure), and later by the Thirteenth Amendment banning 
slavery and involuntary servitude. Compelling payment of a “tax” for which there is no liability 
statute is tantamount to involuntary servitude, and extortion. 
Instead of using the unique term “federal citizen”, as found in Black’s Law Dictionary, Sixth 
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Edition, it is now clear that the Radical Republicans who sponsored the 1866 Civil Rights Act 
were attempting to confuse these two classes of citizens. Then, they attempted to elevate this 
second class to constitutional status, by proposing a 14th amendment to the U.S. Constitution. As 
we now know, that proposal was never ratified. (See Answer to Question 6 above.) 
Numerous court cases have struggled to clarify the important differences between the two 
classes. One of the most definitive, and dispositive cases, is Pannill v. Roanoke, 252 F. 910, 914-
915 (1918), which clearly held that federal citizens had no standing to sue under the Diversity 
Clause, because they were not even contemplated when Article III in the U.S. Constitution was 
first being drafted, circa 1787 A.D. 
Another is Ex parte Knowles, 5 Cal. 300 (1855) in which the California Supreme Court ruled that 
there was no such thing as a “citizen of the United States” (as of the year 1855 A.D.). Only 
federal citizens have standing to invoke 42 U.S.C. 1983; whereas State Citizens do not. See 
Wadleigh v. Newhall, 136 F. 941 (C.C. Cal. 1905). 
Many more cases can be cited to confirm the existence of two classes of citizens under American 
Law. These cases are thoroughly documented in the book entitled “The Federal Zone: Cracking 
the Code of Internal Revenue” by Paul Andrew Mitchell, B.A., M.S., now in its eleventh edition. 
See also the pleadings in the case of USA v. Gilbertson, also in the Supreme Law Library. 
 
11. Can one be a State Citizen, without also being a federal citizen? 
Answer: Yes. The 1866 Civil Rights Act was municipal law, confined to the District of 
Columbia and other limited areas where Congress is the “state” government with exclusive 
legislative jurisdiction there. These areas are now identified as “the federal zone.” (Think of it as 
the blue field on the American flag; the stars on the flag are the 50 States.) As such, the 1866 
Civil Rights Act had no effect whatsoever upon the lawful status of State Citizens, then or now. 
Several courts have already recognized our Right to be State Citizens without also becoming 
federal citizens. For excellent examples, see State v. Fowler, 41 La. Ann. 380, 6 S. 602 (1889) 
and Gardina v. Board of Registrars, 160 Ala. 155, 48 S. 788, 791 (1909). The Maine Supreme 
Court also clarified the issue by explaining our “Right of Election” or “freedom of choice,” 
namely, our freedom to choose between two different forms of government. See 44 Maine 518 
(1859), Hathaway, J. dissenting. 
Since the Guarantee Clause does not require the federal government to guarantee a Republican 
Form of Government to the federal zone, Congress is free to create a different form of 
government there, and so it has. In his dissenting opinion in Downes v. Bidwell, 182 U.S. 244 at 
380 (1901), Supreme Court Justice Harlan called it an absolute legislative democracy. 
But, State Citizens are under no legal obligation to join or pledge any allegiance to that 
legislative democracy; their allegiance is to one or more of the several States of the Union (i.e. 
the white stars on the American flag, not the blue field). 
 
12. Who was Frank Brushaber, and why was his U.S. Supreme Court case so important? 
Answer: Frank Brushaber was the Plaintiff in the case of Brushaber v. Union Pacific Railroad 
Company, 240 U.S. 1 (1916), the first U.S. Supreme Court case to consider the so-called 16th 
amendment. Brushaber identified himself as a Citizen of New York State and a resident of the 
Borough of Brooklyn, in the city of New York, and nobody challenged that claim. 
The Union Pacific Railroad Company was a federal corporation created by Act of Congress to 
build a railroad through Utah (from the Union to the Pacific), at a time when Utah was a federal 
Territory, i.e. inside the federal zone. 
Brushaber’s attorney committed an error by arguing that the company had been chartered by the 
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State of Utah, but Utah was not a State of the Union when Congress first created that 
corporation. 
Brushaber had purchased stock issued by the company. He then sued the company to recover 
taxes that Congress had imposed upon the dividends paid to its stockholders. The U.S. Supreme 
Court ruled against Frank Brushaber, and upheld the tax as a lawful excise, or indirect tax. 
The most interesting result of the Court’s ruling was a Treasury Decision (“T.D.”) that the U.S. 
Department of the Treasury later issued as a direct consequence of the high Court’s opinion. In 
T.D. 2313, the U.S. Treasury Department expressly cited the Brushaber decision, and it 
identified Frank Brushaber as a “nonresident alien” and the Union Pacific Railroad Company as 
a “domestic corporation”. This Treasury Decision has never been modified or repealed. 
T.D. 2313 is crucial evidence proving that the income tax provisions of the IRC are municipal 
law, with no territorial jurisdiction inside the 50 States of the Union. The U.S. Secretary of the 
Treasury who approved T.D. 2313 had no authority to extend the holding in the Brushaber case 
to anyone or anything not a proper Party to that court action. 
Thus, there is no escaping the conclusion that Frank Brushaber was the nonresident alien to 
which that Treasury Decision refers. Accordingly, all State Citizens are nonresident aliens with 
respect to the municipal jurisdiction of Congress, i.e. the federal zone. 
13. What is a “Withholding agent”? 
Answer: (See Answer to Question 7 first.) The term “Withholding agent” is legally defined at 
IRC section 7701(a)(16). It is further defined by the statutes itemized in that section, e.g. IRC 
1461 where liability for funds withheld is clearly assigned. In plain English, a “withholding 
agent” is a person who is responsible for withholding taxes from a worker’s paycheck, and then 
paying those taxes into the Treasury of the United States, typically on a quarterly basis. See IRC 
section 7809. 
One cannot become a withholding agent unless workers first authorize taxes to be withheld from 
their paychecks. This authorization is typically done when workers opt to execute a valid W-4 
“Employee’s Withholding Allowance Certificate.” In plain English, by signing a W-4 workers 
designate themselves as “employees” and certify they are allowing withholding to occur. 
If workers do not execute a valid W-4 form, a company’s payroll officer is not authorized to 
withhold any federal income taxes from their paychecks. In other words, the payroll officer does 
not have “permission” or “power of attorney” to withhold taxes, until and unless workers 
authorize or “allow” that withholding -- by signing Form W-4 knowingly, intentionally and 
voluntarily. 
Pay particular attention to the term “Employee” in the title of this form. A properly executed 
Form W-4 creates the presumption that the workers wish to be treated as if they were 
“employees” of the federal government. Obviously, for people who do not work for the federal 
government, such a presumption is a legal fiction, at best. 
14. What is a “Withholding Exemption Certificate”? 
Answer: A “Withholding Exemption Certificate” is an alternative to Form W-4, authorized by 
IRC section 3402(n) and executed in lieu of Form W-4. Although section 3402(n) does authorize 
this Certificate, the IRS has never added a corresponding form to its forms catalog (see the IRS 
“Printed Products Catalog”). 
In the absence of an official IRS form, workers can use the language of section 3402(n) to create 
their own Certificates. In simple language, the worker certifies that s/he had no federal income 
tax liability last year, and anticipates no federal income tax liability during the current calendar 
year. Because there are no liability statutes for workers in the private sector, this certification is 
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easy to justify. 
Many public and private institutions have created their own form for the Withholding Exemption 
Certificate, e.g. California Franchise Tax Board, and Johns Hopkins University in Baltimore, 
Maryland. This fact can be confirmed by using any search engine, e.g. google.com, to locate 
occurrences of the term “withholding exemption certificate” on the Internet. This term occurs 
several times in IRC section 3402. 
15. What is “tax evasion” and who might be guilty of this crime? 
Answer: “Tax evasion” is the crime of evading a lawful tax. In the context of federal income 
taxes, this crime can only be committed by persons who have a legal liability to pay, i.e. the 
withholding agent. If one is not employed by the federal government, one is not subject to the 
Public Salary Tax Act unless one chooses to be treated “as if” one is a federal government 
“employee.” This is typically done by executing a valid Form W-4. 
However, as discussed above, Form W-4 is not mandatory for workers who are not “employed” 
by the federal government. Corporations chartered by the 50 States of the Union are technically 
“foreign” corporations with respect to the IRC; they are decidedly not the federal government, 
and should not be regarded “as if” they are the federal government, particularly when they were 
never created by any Act of Congress. 
Moreover, the Indiana Supreme Court has ruled that Congress can only create a corporation in its 
capacity as the Legislature for the federal zone. Such corporations are the only “domestic” 
corporations under the pertinent federal laws. This writer’s essay entitled “A Cogent Summary of 
Federal Jurisdictions” clarifies this important distinction between “foreign” and “domestic” 
corporations in simple, straightforward language. 
If Congress were authorized to create national corporations, such a questionable authority would 
invade States’ rights reserved to them by the Tenth Amendment, namely, the right to charter 
their own domestic corporations. The repeal of Prohibition left the Tenth Amendment 
unqualified. See the Constantine case supra. 
For purposes of the IRC, the term “employer” refers only to federal government agencies, and an 
“employee” is a person who works for such an “employer”. 
16. Why does IRS Form 1040 not require a Notary Public to notarize a taxpayer’s signature? 
Answer: This question is one of the fastest ways to unravel the fraudulent nature of federal 
income taxes. At 28 U.S.C. section 1746, Congress authorized written verifications to be 
executed under penalty of perjury without the need for a Notary Public, i.e. to witness one’s 
signature. 
This statute identifies two different formats for such written verifications: (1) those executed 
outside the “United States” and (2) those executed inside the “United States”. These two formats 
correspond to sections 1746(1) and 1746(2), respectively. 
What is extremely revealing in this statute is the format for verifications executed “outside the 
United States”. In this latter format, the statute adds the qualifying phrase “under the laws of the 
United States of America”. 
Clearly, the terms “United States” and “United States of America” are both used in this same 
statute. They are not one and the same. The former refers to the federal government -- in the U.S. 
Constitution and throughout most federal statutes. The latter refers to the 50 States that are united 
by, and under, the U.S. Constitution. 28 U.S.C. 1746 is the only federal statute in all of Title 28 
of the United States Code that utilizes the term “United States of America”, as such. 
It is painfully if not immediately obvious, then, that verifications made under penalty of perjury 
are outside the 50 States of the Union (read “the State zone”) if and when they are executed 
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inside the “United States” (read “the federal zone”). 
Likewise, verifications made under penalty of perjury are inside the 50 States of the Union, if 
and when they are executed outside the “United States”. 
The format for signatures on Form 1040 is the one for verifications made inside the United 
States (federal zone) and outside the United States of America (State zone). 
17. Does the term “United States” have multiple legal meanings and, if so, what are they? 
Answer: Yes. The term has several meanings. The term "United States" may be used in any one 
of several senses. [1] It may be merely the name of a sovereign occupying the position analogous 
to that of other sovereigns in the family of nations. [2] It may designate the territory over which 
the sovereignty of the United States extends, or [3] it may be the collective name of the States 
which are united by and under the Constitution. See Hooven & Allison Co. v. Evatt, 324 U.S. 
652 (1945) [bold emphasis, brackets and numbers added for clarity]. 
This is the very same definition that is found in Black’s Law Dictionary, Sixth Edition. The 
second of these three meanings refers to the federal zone and to Congress only when it is 
legislating in its municipal capacity. For example, Congress is legislating in its municipal 
capacity whenever it creates a federal corporation, like the United States Postal Service. 
It is terribly revealing of the manifold frauds discussed in these Answers, that the definition of 
“United States” has now been removed from the Seventh Edition of Black’s Law Dictionary. 
 
18. Is the term “income” defined in the IRC and, if not, where is it defined? 
Answer: The Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals has already ruled that the term “income” is not 
defined anywhere in the IRC: “The general term ‘income’ is not defined in the Internal Revenue 
Code.” U.S. v. Ballard, 535 F.2d 400, 404 (8th Circuit, 1976). 
Moreover, in Mark Eisner v. Myrtle H. Macomber, 252 U.S. 189 (1920), the high Court told 
Congress it could not legislate any definition of “income” because that term was believed to be 
in the U.S. Constitution. The Eisner case was predicated on the ratification of the 16th 
amendment, which would have introduced the term “income” into the U.S. Constitution for the 
very first time (but only if that amendment had been properly ratified). 
In Merchant's Loan & Trust Co. v. Smietanka, 255 U.S. 509 (1921), the high Court defined 
“income” to mean the profit or gain derived from corporate activities. In that instance, the tax is 
a lawful excise tax imposed upon the corporate privilege of limited liability, i.e. the liabilities of 
a corporation do not reach its officers, employees, directors or stockholders. 
 
19. What is municipal law, and are the IRC’s income tax provisions municipal law, or not? 
Answer: Yes. The IRC’s income tax provisions are municipal law. Municipal law is law that is 
enacted to govern the internal affairs of a sovereign State; in legal circles, it is also known as 
Private International Law. Under American Law, it has a much wider meaning than the 
ordinances enacted by the governing body of a municipality, i.e. city council or county board of 
supervisors. In fact, American legal encyclopedias define “municipal” to mean “internal”, and 
for this reason alone, the Internal Revenue Code is really a Municipal Revenue Code. 
A mountain of additional evidence has now been assembled and published in the book “The 
Federal Zone” to prove that the IRC’s income tax provisions are municipal law. 
One of the most famous pieces of evidence is a letter from a Connecticut Congresswoman, 
summarizing the advice of legal experts employed by the Congressional Research Service and 
the Legislative Counsel. Their advice confirmed that the meaning of “State” at IRC section 
3121(e) is restricted to the named territories and possessions of D.C., Guam, Virgin Islands, 
American Samoa, and Puerto Rico. 
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In other words, the term “State” in that statute, and in all similar federal statutes, includes ONLY 
the places expressly named, and no more. 
20. What does it mean if my State is not mentioned in any of the federal income tax statutes? 
The general rule is that federal government powers must be expressed and enumerated. For 
example, the U.S. Constitution is a grant of enumerated powers. If a power is not enumerated in 
the U.S. Constitution, then Congress does not have any authority to exercise that power. This 
rule is tersely expressed in the Ninth Amendment, in the Bill of Rights. 
If California is not mentioned in any of the federal income tax statutes, then those statutes have 
no force or effect within that State. This is also true of all 50 States. 
Strictly speaking, the omission or exclusion of anyone or any thing from a federal statute can be 
used to infer that the omission or exclusion was intentional by Congress. In Latin, this is tersely 
stated as follows: Inclusio unius est exclusio alterius. In English, this phrase is literally 
translated: Inclusion of one thing is the exclusion of all other things [that are not mentioned]. 
This phrase can be found in any edition of Black’s Law Dictionary; it is a maxim of statutory 
construction. 
The many different definitions of the term “State” that are found in federal laws are intentionally 
written to appear as if they include the 50 States PLUS the other places mentioned. As the legal 
experts in Congress have now confirmed, this is NOT the correct way to interpret, or to 
construct, these statutes. 
If a place is not mentioned, every American may correctly infer that the omission of that place 
from a federal statute was an intentional act of Congress. Whenever it wants to do so, Congress 
knows how to define the term “United States” to mean the 50 States of the Union. See IRC 
section 4612(a)(4)(A). 
 
21. In what other ways is the IRC deliberately vague, and what are the real implications for the 
average American? 
There are numerous other ways in which the IRC is deliberately vague. The absence of any legal 
definition for the term “income” is a classic deception. The IRS enforces the Code as a tax on 
everything that “comes in,” but nothing could be further from the truth. “Income” is decidedly 
NOT everything that “comes in.” 
More importantly, the fact that this vagueness is deliberate is sufficient grounds for concluding 
that the entire Code is null, void and unconstitutional, for violating our fundamental Right to 
know the nature and cause of any accusation, as guaranteed by the Sixth Amendment in the Bill 
of Rights. 
Whether the vagueness is deliberate or not, any statute is unconstitutionally void if it is vague. If 
a statute is void for vagueness, the situation is the same as if it had never been enacted at all, and 
for this reason it can be ignored entirely. 
 
22. Has Title 26 of the United States Code (“U.S.C.”) ever been enacted into positive law, and 
what are the legal implications if Title 26 has not been enacted into positive law? 
Answer: No. Another, less obvious case of deliberate deception is the statute at IRC section 
7851(a)(6)(A), where it states that the provisions of subtitle F shall take effect on the day after 
the date of enactment of “this title”. Because the term “this title” is not defined anywhere in the 
IRC, least of all in the section dedicated to definitions, one is forced to look elsewhere for its 
meaning, or to derive its meaning from context. 
Throughout Title 28 of the United States Code -- the laws which govern all the federal courts -- 
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the term “this title” clearly refers to Title 28. This fact would tend to support a conclusion that 
“this title”, as that term is used in the IRC, refers to Title 26 of the United States Code. However, 
Title 26 has never been enacted into positive law, as such. 
Even though all federal judges may know the secret meaning of “this title”, they are men and 
women of UNcommon intelligence. The U.S. Supreme Court’s test for vagueness is violated 
whenever men and women of common intelligence must necessarily guess at the meaning and 
differ as to the application of a vague statute. See Connally et al. v. General Construction Co., 
269 U.S. 385, 391 (1926). Thus, federal judges are applying the wrong test for vagueness. 
Accordingly, the provisions of subtitle F have never taken effect. (“F” is for enForcement!) This 
subtitle contains all of the enforcement statutes of the IRC, e.g. filing requirements, penalties for 
failure to file and tax evasion, grants of court jurisdiction over liens, levies and seizures, 
summons enforcement and so on. 
In other words, the IRC is a big pile of Code without any teeth; as such, it can impose no legal 
obligations upon anyone, not even people with dentures! 
23. What federal courts are authorized to prosecute income tax crimes? 
This question must be addressed in view of the Answer to Question 22 above. Although it may 
appear that certain statutes in the IRC grant original jurisdiction to federal district courts, to 
institute prosecutions of income tax crimes, none of the statutes found in subtitle F has ever 
taken effect. For this reason, those statutes do not authorize the federal courts to do anything at 
all. As always, appearances can be very deceiving. Remember the Wizard of Oz or the mad tea 
party of Alice in Wonderland? 
On the other hand, the federal criminal Code at Title 18, U.S.C., does grant general authority to 
the District Courts of the United States (“DCUS”) to prosecute violations of the statutes found in 
that Code. See 18 U.S.C. 3231. 
It is very important to appreciate the fact that these courts are not the same as the United States 
District Courts (“USDC”). The DCUS are constitutional courts that originate in Article III of the 
U.S. Constitution. The USDC are territorial tribunals, or legislative courts, that originate in 
Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 of the U.S. Constitution, also known as the Territory Clause. 
This author’s OPENING BRIEF to the Eighth Circuit on behalf of the Defendant in USA v. 
Gilbertson cites numerous court cases that have already clarified the all important distinction 
between these two classes of federal district courts. For example, in Balzac v. Porto Rico, 258 
U.S. 298 at 312 (1922), the high Court held that the USDC belongs in the federal Territories. 
This author’s OPENING BRIEF to the Ninth Circuit in Mitchell v. AOL Time Warner, Inc. et al. 
develops this theme in even greater detail; begin reading at section “7(e)”. 
The USDC, as such, appear to lack any lawful authorities to prosecute income tax crimes. The 
USDC are legislative tribunals where summary proceedings dominate. 
For example, under the federal statute at 28 U.S.C. 1292, the U.S. Courts of Appeal have no 
appellate jurisdiction to review interlocutory orders issued by the USDC. Further details on this 
point are available in the Press Release entitled “Private Attorney General Cracks Title 28 of the 
United States Code” and dated November 26, 2001 A.D. 
 
24. Are federal judges required to pay income taxes on their pay, and what are the real 
implications if they do pay taxes on their pay? 
Answer: No. Federal judges who are appointed to preside on the District Courts of the United 
States –- the Article III constitutional courts –- are immune from any taxation of their pay, by 
constitutional mandate. 
The fact that all federal judges are currently paying taxes on their pay is proof of undue influence 
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by the IRS, posing as a duly authorized agency of the Executive Branch. See Evans v. Gore, 253 
U.S. 245 (1920). 
Even if the IRS were a lawful bureau or department within the U.S. Department of the Treasury 
(which they are NOT), the existence of undue influence by the Executive Branch would violate 
the fundamental principle of Separation of Powers. This principle, in theory, keeps the 3 
branches of the federal government confined to their respective areas, and prevents any one 
branch from usurping the lawful powers that rightly belong to the other two branches. 
The Separation of Powers principle is succinctly defined in Williams v. United States, 289 U.S. 
553 (1933); however, in that decision the Supreme Court erred by defining “Party” to mean only 
Plaintiffs in Article III, contrary to the definition of “Party” that is found in Bouvier’s Law 
Dictionary (1856). 
The federal judiciary, contemplated by the organic U.S. Constitution, was intended to be 
independent and unbiased. These two qualities are the essence, or sine qua non of judicial power, 
i.e. without which there is nothing. Undue influence obviously violates these two qualities. See 
Evans v. Gore supra. 
In Lord v. Kelley, 240 F.Supp. 167, 169 (1965), the federal judge in that case was honest enough 
to admit, in his published opinion, that federal judges routinely rule in favor of the IRS, because 
they fear the retaliation that might result from ruling against the IRS. There you have it, from the 
horse’s mouth! 
In front of a class of law students at the University of Arizona in January of 1997, Chief Justice 
William H. Rehnquist openly admitted that all federal judges are currently paying taxes on their 
judicial pay. This writer was an eyewitness to that statement by the Chief Justice of the U.S. 
Supreme Court -– the highest Court in the land. 
Thus, all federal judges are now material witnesses to the practice of concealing the Withholding 
Exemption Certificate from them, when they were first hired as “employees” of the federal 
judiciary. As material witnesses, they are thereby disqualified from presiding on all federal 
income tax cases. 
 
25. Can federal grand juries issue valid indictments against illegal tax protesters? 
Answer: No. Federal grand juries cannot issue valid indictments against illegal tax protesters. 
Protest has never been illegal in America, because the First Amendment guarantees our 
fundamental Right to express our objections to any government actions, in written and in spoken 
words. 
Strictly speaking, the term “illegal” cannot modify the noun “protesters” because to do so would 
constitute a violation of the First Amendment in the Bill of Rights, one of the most magnificent 
constitutional provisions ever written. 
Accordingly, for the term “illegal tax protester” to survive this obvious constitutional challenge, 
the term “illegal” must modify the noun “tax”. An illegal tax protester is, therefore, someone 
who is protesting an illegal tax. Such an act of protest is protected by the First Amendment, and 
cannot be a crime. 
Protest is also recognized and honored by the Uniform Commercial Code; the phrases “under 
protest” and “without prejudice” are sufficient to reserve all of one’s fundamental Rights at law. 
See U.C.C. 1-207 (UCCA 1207 in California). 
By the way, the federal U.C.C. is also municipal law. See the Answer to Question 19 above, and 
77 Stat. 630, P.L. 88-243, December 30, 1963 (one month after President John F. Kennedy was 
murdered). 

http://laws.findlaw.com/us/253/245.html
http://www4.law.cornell.edu/uscode/31/stIch3schI.html
http://laws.findlaw.com/us/289/553.html
http://www.supremelaw.org/ref/whuscons/whuscons.htm%20/%203:2:1
http://www.supremelaw.org/ref/dict/bldp1.htm%20/%20party
http://www.supremelaw.org/ref/dict/index.htm
http://www.supremelaw.org/ref/dict/index.htm
http://www.supremelaw.org/ref/whuscons/whuscons.htm%20/%203
http://www.supremelaw.org/press/rels/lawless.htm
http://www.supremelaw.org/ref/whuscons/whuscons.htm%20/%201st-amend
http://www.supremelaw.org/ref/whuscons/whuscons.htm%20/%201st-amend
http://www.supremelaw.org/ref/whuscons/whuscons.htm%20/%201st-amend
http://www.supremelaw.org/ref/ucc/index.htm
http://www.supremelaw.org/ref/ucc/ucc1.htm%20/%20207


26. Do IRS agents ever tamper with federal grand juries, and how is this routinely done? 
Answer: Yes. IRS agents routinely tamper with federal grand juries, most often by 
misrepresenting themselves, under oath, as lawful employees and “Special Agents” of the federal 
government, and by misrepresenting the provisions of subtitle F as having any legal force or 
effect. Such false representations of fact violate Section 43(a) of the Lanham Act, uncodified at 
15 U.S.C. 1125(a). (Title 15 of the United States Code has not been enacted into positive law 
either.) 
They tamper with grand juries by acting as if “income” is everything that “comes in”, when there 
is no such definition anywhere in the IRC. Such false descriptions of fact also violate Section 
43(a) of the Lanham Act. 
They tamper with grand juries by presenting documentary evidence which they had no authority 
to acquire, in the first instance, such as bank records. Bank signature cards do not constitute 
competent waivers of their customers’ fundamental Rights to privacy, as secured by the Fourth 
Amendment. The high standard for waivers of fundamental Rights was established by the U.S. 
Supreme Court in Brady v. U.S., 397 U.S. 742, 748 (1970). 
IRS agents tamper with grand juries by creating and maintaining the false and fraudulent 
pretenses that the IRC is not vague, or that the income tax provisions have any legal force or 
effect inside the 50 States of the Union, when those provisions do not. 
These are all forms of perjury, as well, and possibly also misprision of perjury by omission, i.e. 
serious federal offenses. 
Finally, there is ample evidence that IRS agents bribe U.S. Attorneys, federal judges, and even 
the Office of the President with huge kickbacks, every time a criminal indictment is issued by a 
federal grand jury against an illegal tax protester. (See the Answer to Question 25 above.) These 
kick-backs range from $25,000 to $35,000 in CASH! They also violate the Anti-Kickback Act of 
1986, which penalizes the payment of kickbacks from federal government subcontractors. See 41 
U.S.C. 51 et seq. 
As a trust domiciled in Puerto Rico, the IRS is, without a doubt, a federal government 
subcontractor that is subject to this Act. See 31 U.S.C. 1321(a)(62). The systematic and 
premeditated pattern of racketeering by IRS employees also establishes probable cause to 
dismantle the IRS permanently for violating the Sherman Antitrust Act, first enacted in the year 
1890 A.D. See 26 Stat. 209 (1890) (uncodified at 15 U.S.C. 1 et seq.) 
27. What is “The Kickback Racket,” and where can I find evidence of its existence? 
The evidence of this “kickback racket” was first discovered in a table of delegation orders, on a 
page within the Internal Revenue Manual (“IRM”) -- the internal policy and procedure manual 
for all IRS employees. 
Subsequently, this writer submitted a lawful request, under the Freedom of Information Act, for 
a certified list of all payments that had ever been made under color of these delegation orders in 
the IRM. Mr. Mark L. Zolton, a tax law specialist within the Internal Revenue Service, 
responded on IRS letterhead, transmitted via U.S. Mail, that few records existed for these 
“awards” because most of them were paid in cash! 
When this evidence was properly presented to a federal judge, who had been asked to enforce a 
federal grand jury subpoena against a small business in Arizona, he ended up obstructing all 28 
pieces of U.S. Mail we had transmitted to that grand jury. 
Obstruction of correspondence is a serious federal offense, and federal judges have no authority 
whatsoever to intercept U.S. Mail. See 18 U.S.C. 1702. 
Obviously, the federal judge -- John M. Roll -- did NOT want the grand jury in that case to know 
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anything about these kickbacks. They found out anyway, because of the manner in which this 
writer defended that small business, as its Vice President for Legal Affairs. 
 
28. Can the IRS levy bank accounts without a valid court order? 
Answer: No. The Fifth Amendment prohibits all deprivations of life, liberty, or property without 
due process of law. Due Process of Law is another honored and well developed feature of 
American constitutional practice. Put simply, it requires Notice and Hearing before any property 
can be seized by any federal government employees, agents, departments or agencies. 
A levy against a bank account is a forced seizure of property, i.e. the funds on deposit in that 
account. No such seizure can occur unless due process of law has first run its course. This means 
notice, hearing, and deliberate adjudication of all the pertinent issues of law and fact. 
Only after this process has run its proper or “due” course, can a valid court order be issued. The 
holding in U.S. v. O’Dell, 160 F.2d 304 (6th Cir. 1947), makes it very clear that the IRS can only 
levy a bank account after first obtaining a Warrant of Distraint, or court ORDER. And, of course, 
no court ORDER could ever be obtained unless all affected Parties had first enjoyed their “day in 
court.” 
29. Do federal income tax revenues pay for any government services and, if so, which 
government services are funded by federal income taxes? 
Answer: No. The money trail is very difficult to follow, in this instance, because the IRS is 
technically a trust with a domicile in Puerto Rico. See 31 U.S.C. 1321(a)(62). As such, their 
records are protected by laws which guarantee the privacy of trust records within that territorial 
jurisdiction, provided that the trust is not also violating the Sherman Antitrust Act. 
They are technically not an “agency” of the federal government, as that term is defined in the 
Freedom of Information Act and in the Administrative Procedures Act. The governments of the 
federal territories are expressly excluded from the definition of “agency” in those Acts of 
Congress. See 5 U.S.C. 551(1)(C). (See also the Answer to Question 5 above.) 
All evidence indicates that they are a money laundry, extortion racket, and conspiracy to engage 
in a pattern of racketeering activity, in violation of 18 U.S.C. 1951 and 1961 et seq. 
They appear to be laundering huge sums of money into foreign banks, mostly in Europe, and 
quite possibly into the Vatican. See the national policy on money laundering at 31 U.S.C. 5341. 
The final report of the Grace Commission, convened under President Ronald Reagan, quietly 
admitted that none of the funds they collect from federal income taxes goes to pay for any 
federal government services. The Grace Commission found that those funds were being used to 
pay for interest on the federal debt, and income transfer payments to beneficiaries of entitlement 
programs like federal pension plans. 
 
30. How can the Freedom of Information Act (“FOIA”) help me to answer other key tax 
questions? 
The availability of correct information about federal government operations is fundamental to 
maintaining the freedom of the American People. The Freedom of Information Act (“FOIA”), at 
5 U.S.C. 552 et seq., was intended to make government documents available with a minimal 
amount of effort by the People. 
As long as a document is not protected by one of the reasonable exemptions itemized in the 
FOIA, a requester need only submit a brief letter to the agency having custody of the requested 
document(s). If the requested document is not produced within 20 working days (excluding 
weekends and federal holidays), the requester need only prepare a single appeal letter. 
If the requested document is not produced within another 20 working days after the date of the 
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appeal letter, the requester is automatically allowed to petition a District Court of the United 
States (Article III DCUS, not the Article IV USDC) -- to compel production of the requested 
document, and judicially to enjoin the improper withholding of same. See 5 U.S.C. 552(a)(4)(B). 
The general rule is that statutes conferring original jurisdiction on federal district courts must be 
strictly construed. 
This writer has pioneered the application of the FOIA to request certified copies of statutes and 
regulations which should exist, but do not exist. A typical request anyone can make, to which the 
U.S. Treasury has now fallen totally silent, is for a certified copy of all statutes which create a 
specific liability for taxes imposed by subtitle A of the IRC. For example, see the FOIA 
request that this writer prepared for author Lynne Meredith. 
Of course, by now we already know the answer to this question, before asking it. (Good lawyers 
always know the answers to their questions, before asking them.) 
It should also be clear that such a FOIA request should not be directed to the IRS, because they 
are not an “agency” as that term is defined at 5 U.S.C. 551(1)(C). Address it instead to the 
Disclosure Officer, Disclosure Services, Room 1054-MT, U.S. Department of the Treasury, 
Washington 20220, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, USA. This is the format for “foreign” 
addresses, as explained in USPS Publication #221. 
As James Madison once wrote, “A popular government without popular information or the 
means of acquiring it, is but a Prologue to a Farce or a Tragedy or perhaps both. Knowledge will 
forever govern ignorance, and a people who mean to be their own Governors, must arm 
themselves with the power knowledge gives." 
31. Where can I find more information, and still protect my privacy? 
There are many civic organizations throughout America who have dedicated their precious time 
and energy to acquire and disseminate widely these documented truths about the Internal 
Revenue Service and the Internal Revenue Code. 
The Internet’s World Wide Web (“www”) is perhaps the best single source of information (and 
disinformation) about the IRS, and the major problems now confirmed in the IRC and in the 
mountains of related policies, procedures, practices, customs, rules, regulations, forms and 
schedules. 
Learn to become a sophisticated consumer of information, and the knowledge you seek will be 
yours to keep and share -- with those you love and endeavor to free from this terrible plague that 
persists in America. 
Good luck, and may God bless your earnest endeavors to ensure the blessings of Liberty for 
ourselves and our Posterity, as stated in the Preamble to the U.S. Constitution and in the 
Declaration of Independence. 
To order additional certified and embossed copies of this document, please send $30.00 in cash 
or blank U.S. Postal Money Order to: 
Forwarding Agent 
c/o UPS PMB #332 
501 W. Broadway, Suite “A” 
San Diego 92101 
CALIFORNIA, USA 
A “blank” U.S. Postal Money Order leaves the “PAY TO” line blank, permitting us to negotiate 
it freely. You may, of course, complete the other half; this allows you to obtain a photocopy of 
the cancelled money order from the U.S. Postal Service without the need for a court order. 
Also, be sure to request information about our MOTIONS FOR PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION 
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to freeze all IRS assets and to enjoin IRS from depositing any tax collections into any account(s) 
other than the Treasury of the United States. These MOTIONS were filed in two appeals at the 
Ninth Circuit in San Francisco, using FRAP Rule 8 and the special procedures available to a 
Private Attorney General under the RICO laws. 
Finally, don’t miss this opportunity to request more information about our historic 
APPLICATION FOR ORDER DISSOLVING THE INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE, under a 
specific authority granted to the District Courts of the United States (“DCUS”) at 18 U.S.C. 
1964(a). Refer to DCUS docket #SA CV 02-0382 GLT(ANx), Santa Ana, California, or send a 
blank email message to usintervention@yahoo.com. The vacation autoresponder will respond 
with a list of Internet folders where several court pleadings and related documents can be found. 
VERIFICATION 
As the Undersigned, I hereby verify, under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the United 
States of America, without the “United States” (federal government), that the above statement 
of facts and laws is true and correct, according to the best of My current information, knowledge, 
and belief, so help Me God, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 1746(1). See the Supremacy Clause for 
Constitutional authority. 
Dated: ______________________________________________________ 
Signed: ______________________________________________________ 
Printed: Paul Andrew Mitchell, B.A., M.S 
Citizen of California, qualified Federal Witness, 
Private Attorney General, Author of “The Federal Zone: 
Cracking the Code of Internal Revenue” (all editions), 
and Webmaster of the Supreme Law Library: 
http://www.supremelaw.org/index.htm 
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IN THE SUPREME COURT 

FOR 

THE STATE OF UTAH 

(Dyett v. Turner, 439 P2d 266 @ 269, 20 U2d 403 [1968]) 
 

THE NON-RATIFICATION OF THE FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT 

Chief Justice A.H. Ellett 

The method of amending the U.S. Constitution is provided for in Article V of the original document. No other 

method will accomplish this purpose. That Article provides as follows: 

"The Congress, whenever two thirds of both Houses shall deem it necessary, shall propose Amendments to this 

Constitution, or, on the Application of the Legislatures of two thirds of the several States, shall call a 

Convention for proposing Amendments, which, in either Case, shall be valid to all Intents and Purposes, as Part 

of this Constitution, when ratified by the Legislatures of three fourths of the several States, or by Conventions in 

three fourths thereof, as the one or the other Mode of Ratification may be proposed by the Congress;" 

The Civil war had to be fought to determine whether the Union was indissoluble and whether any State could 

secede or withdraw there from. The issue was settled first on the field of battle by force of arms, and second by 

the pronouncement of the highest court of the land. In the case of State of Texas v. White,1 it was claimed that 

Texas having seceded from the Union and severed her relationship with a majority of the States of the Union, 

and having by her Ordinance of Secession attempted to throw off her allegiance to the Constitution of the 

United States, had thus disabled herself from prosecuting a suit in the Federal Courts. In speaking on this point 

the Court at page 726, 19 L. Ed. 227 held: 

When, therefore, Texas became one of the United States, she entered into an indissoluble relation. All the 

obligations of perpetual union, and all the guarantees of republican government in the Union, attached at once 

to the State. The act which consummated her admission into the Union was something more than a compact; it 

was the incorporation of a new member into the political body. And it was final. The union between Texas and 

the other States was as complete, as perpetual, and as indissoluble as the union between the original States. 

There was no place for reconsideration, or revocation, except through revolution, or through consent of the 

States. 

Considered therefore as transactions under the Constitution, the ordinance of secession, adopted by the 

convention and ratified by a majority of the citizens of Texas, and all the acts of her legislature intended to give 

effect to that ordinance, were absolutely null. They were utterly without operation in law. The obligations of the 

State, as a member of the Union, and of every citizen of the State, as a citizen of the United States, remained 

perfect and unimpaired. It certainly follows that the State did not cease to be a State, nor her citizens to be 

citizens of the Union. If this were otherwise, the State must have become foreign, and her citizens foreigners. 

The war must have ceased to be a war for the suppression of rebellion, and must have become a war for 

conquest of subjugation. 

Our conclusion therefore is, that Texas continued to be a State, and a State of the Union, notwithstanding the 

transactions to which we have referred. And this conclusion, in our judgment, is not in conflict with any act or 

declaration of any department of the National government, but entirely in accordance with the whole series of 

such acts and declarations since the first out break of the rebellion. 



It is necessary to review the historical background to understand how the Fourteenth Amendment came to be a 

part of our U.S. Constitution. 

General Lee had surrendered his Army on April 9, 1865, and General Johnston surrendered his 17 days later. 

Within a period of less than six weeks thereafter, not one Confederate soldier was bearing arms. By June 30, 

1865, the Confederate States were all restored by Presidential Proclamation to their proper positions as States in 

an indissoluble Union2, and practically all Citizens thereof3. 

A few Citizens were excepted from the Amnesty Proclamation, such, for example, as Civil or Diplomatic 

Officers of the late Confederate government and all of the seceding States; United States Judges, members of 

Congress and commissioned Officers of the United States Army and Navy who left their posts to aid the 

rebellion: Officers in the Confederate military forces above the rank of Colonel in the Army and Lieutenant in 

the Navy; all who resigned commissions in the Army or Navy of the United States to assist the rebellion; and all 

Officers of the military forces of the Confederacy who had been educated at the military or naval academy of 

the United States, etc., etc., had been granted amnesty. Immediately thereafter, each of the seceding States 

functioned as regular States in the Union with both State and Federal Courts in full operation. 

President Lincoln had declared the freedom of the slaves as a war measure, but when the war ended, the effect 

of the Proclamation was ended, and so it was necessary to propose and to ratify the Thirteenth Amendment in 

order to insure the freedom of the slaves. 

The 11 southern States, having taken their rightful and necessary place in the indestructible Union, proceeded to 

determine whether to ratify or reject the proposed Thirteenth Amendment. 

In order for the Thirteenth Amendment to become a part of the Constitution, it was necessary that the proposed 

Amendment be ratified by 27 of the 36 States. Among those 27 States ratifying the Thirteenth Amendment were 

10 from the South, to wit, Louisiana, Tennessee, Arkansas, South Carolina, Alabama, North Carolina, Georgia, 

Mississippi, Florida, and Texas. 

When the 39th Congress assembled on December 5, 1865, the Senators and Representatives from the 25 

northern States voted to deny seats in both Houses of Congress to anyone elected from the 11 southern States. 

The full complement of Senators from the 36 States of the Union was 72, and the full membership in the House 

was 240. Since it requires only a majority vote4 to refuse a seat in Congress, only the 50 Senators and 182 

Congressmen from the North were seated. All of the 22 Senators and 58 Representatives from the southern 

States were denied seats. 

Joint Resolution No. 48, proposing the Fourteenth Amendment, was a matter of great concern to the Congress 

and to the people of the Nation. In order to have this proposed Amendment submitted to the 36 States for 

ratification, it was necessary that two thirds of each House concur. A count of noses showed that only 33 

Senators were favorable to the measure, and 33 was a far cry from two thirds of 72 and lacked one of being two 

thirds of the 50 seated Senators. 

While it requires only a majority of votes to refuse a seat to a Senator, it requires a two thirds majority to unseat 

a member once he is seated5. 

One John P. Stockton was seated on December 5, 1865, as one of the Senators from New Jersey. He was 

outspoken in his opposition to Joint Resolution No. 48 proposing the Fourteenth Amendment. The leadership in 

the Senate, not having control of two thirds of the seated Senators, voted to refuse to seat Mr. Stockton upon the 

ground that he had received only a plurality and not a majority of the votes of the New Jersey legislature. It was 

the law of New Jersey, and several other States, that a plurality vote was sufficient for election. Besides, the 

Senator had already been seated. Nevertheless, his seat was -refused- and the 33 favorable votes thus became 

the required two thirds of the 49 members of the Senate. 



In the House of Representatives, it would require 122 votes to be two thirds of the 182 members seated. Only 

120 voted for the proposed Amendment, but because there were 30 abstentions, it was declared to have been 

passed by a two thirds vote of the House. 

Whether it requires two thirds of the full membership of both Houses to propose an Amendment to the 

Constitution or only two thirds of those seated or two thirds of those voting is a question which it would seem 

could only be determined by the United States Supreme Court. However, it is perhaps not so important for the 

reason that the Amendment is only -proposed- by Congress. It must be -ratified- by three fourths of the States in 

the Union before it becomes a part of the Constitution. The method of securing the passage through Congress is 

set out above, as it throws some light on the means used to obtain ratification by the States thereafter. 

Nebraska had been admitted to the Union and so the Secretary of State, in transmitting the proposed 

Amendment, announced that ratification by 28 States would be needed before the Amendment would become 

part of the Constitution since there were at the time 37 States in the Union. A rejection by 10 States would thus 

defeat the proposal. 

By March 17, 1867; the proposed Amendment had been ratified by 17 States and rejected by 10 with California 

voting to take no action thereon which was equivalent to rejection, thus the proposal was defeated. 

One of the ratifying States, Oregon; had ratified by a membership wherein two legislators were subsequently 

held not to be duly elected, and after the contest, the duly elected members of the legislature of Oregon rejected 

the proposed Amendment. However, this rejection came after the Amendment was declared passed. 

Despite the fact that the southern States had been functioning peacefully for two years and had been counted to 

secure ratification of the Thirteenth Amendment, Congress passed the Reconstruction Act [March 2, 1867], 

which provided for the military occupation of 10 of the 11 southern States. It excluded Tennessee from military 

occupation and one must suspect it was because Tennessee had ratified the Fourteenth Amendment on July 7, 

1866. 

The "Act" further disenfranchised practically all white voters and provided that no Senator or Congressman 

from the occupied States could be seated in Congress until a new Constitution was adopted by each State which 

would be approved by Congress. The "Act" further provided that each of the 10 States was required to ratify the 

proposed Fourteenth Amendment and the Fourteenth Amendment must become a part of the Constitution of the 

United States before the military occupancy would cease and the States be allowed to have seats in Congress. 

By the time the Reconstruction Act had been declared to be the law; three more States had ratified the proposed 

Fourteenth Amendment and two States, Louisiana and Delaware, had rejected it. Maryland then withdrew its 

prior ratification and rejected the proposed Fourteenth Amendment. Ohio followed suit and withdrew its prior 

ratification, as also did New Jersey and California, (which earlier had voted not to pass upon the proposal), now 

voted to reject the Amendment. Thus 16 of the 37 States had rejected the proposed Amendment. 

By spurious, non-representative governments; seven of the southern States, (which had heretofore rejected the 

proposed Amendment under the duress of military occupation and of being denied representation in Congress), 

did attempt to ratify the proposed Fourteenth Amendment. The Secretary of State, (of July 20, 1868), issued his 

Proclamation wherein he stated that it was his duty under the law to cause Amendments to be published and 

certified as a part of the Constitution when he received official notice that they had been adopted pursuant to the 

Constitution. Thereafter his certificate contained the following language: 

And whereas neither the Act just quoted from, nor any other law, expressly or by conclusive implication., 

authorizes the Secretary of State to determine and decide doubtful questions as to the authenticity of the 

organization of State legislatures, or as to the power of any State legislature to recall a previous act or resolution 

of ratification of any amendment proposed to the Constitution; 



And whereas it appears from official documents on file in this Department that the amendment to the 

Constitution of the United States, proposed as aforesaid, has been ratified by the legislatures of the States of 

[naming 23, including New Jersey, Ohio, and Oregon]; 

And whereas it further appears from documents on file in this Department that the amendment to the 

Constitution of the United States, proposed as aforesaid, has also been ratified by newly constituted and newly 

established bodies avowing themselves to be and acting as the legislatures, respectively, of the States of 

Arkansas, Florida, North Carolina, Louisiana, South Carolina, and Alabama; 

And whereas it further appears from official documents on file in this Department that the legislatures of two of 

the States first above enumerated, to wit, Ohio and New Jersey, have since passed resolutions respectively 

withdrawing the consent of each of said States to the aforesaid amendment; and whereas it is deemed a matter 

of doubt and uncertainty whether such resolutions are not irregular, invalid, and therefore ineffectual for 

withdrawing the consent of the said two States, or of either of them, to the aforesaid amendment; 

And whereas the whole number of States in the United States is thirty-seven, to wit: [naming them]; 

And whereas the twenty-three States first hereinbefore named, whose legislatures have ratified the said 

proposed amendment, and the six States next there after named, as having ratified the said proposed amendment 

by newly constituted and established legislative bodies, together constitute three fourths of the whole number of 

States in the United States; 

Now, therefore, be it known that I, WILLIAM H. SEWARD, Secretary of State of the United States, by virtue 

and in pursuant of the second section of the act of Congress, approved the twentieth of April, eighteen hundred 

and eighteen, hereinbefore cited, do hereby certify that if the resolutions of the legislatures of Ohio and New 

Jersey ratifying the aforesaid amendment are to be deemed as remaining of full force and effect, 

notwithstanding the subsequent resolutions of the legislatures of those States, which purport to withdraw the 

consent of said States from such ratification, then the aforesaid amendment had been ratified in the manner 

hereinbefore mentioned, and so has become valid, to all intents and purposes, as a part of the Constitution of the 

United States." * * *6 

Congress was not satisfied with the Proclamation as issued and on the next day passed a Concurrent Resolution 

wherein it was resolved: 

That said Fourteenth Article is hereby declared to be a part of the Constitution of the United States, and it shall 

be duly promulgated as such by the Secretary of State. - Resolution set forth in Proclamation of Secretary of 

State, (15 Stat. 709 [1868]). - See also U.S.C.A., Amends. 1 to 5, Constitution, p. 11. 

Thereupon; William H. Seward, the Secretary of State (after setting forth the Concurrent Resolution of both 

Houses of Congress) then certified that the Amendment: 

Has become valid to all intents and purposes as a part of the Constitution of the United States. 7 

The Constitution of the United States is silent as to who should decide whether a proposed Amendment has or 

has not been passed according to formal provisions of Article V of the Constitution. The Supreme Court of the 

United States is the ultimate authority on the meaning of the Constitution and has never hesitated in a proper 

case to declare an "Act" of Congress "unconstitutional" - except when the "Act"' purported to amend the 

Constitution. 

In the case of Leser v. Garnett,8 the question was before the Supreme Court as to whether or not the Nineteenth 

Amendment had been ratified pursuant to the Constitution. In the last paragraph of the decision the Supreme 

Court said: 



As the legislatures of Tennessee and of West Virginia had power to adopt the resolutions of ratification, official 

notice to the Secretary, duly authenticated, that they had done so, was conclusive upon him, and, being certified 

to by his proclamation, is conclusive upon the courts. 

The duty of the Secretary of State was ministerial, to wit, to count and determine when three fourths of the 

States had ratified the proposed Amendment. He could not determine that a State, once having rejected a 

proposed Amendment, could thereafter approve it; nor could he determine that a State, once having ratified that 

proposal, could thereafter reject it. The Supreme Court, and not Congress, should determine whether the 

Amendment process be final or would not be final, whether the first vote was for ratification or rejection. 

In order to have 27 States ratify the Fourteenth Amendment, it was necessary to count those States which had 

first rejected and then under the duress of military occupation had ratified, and then also to count those States 

which initially ratified but subsequently rejected the proposal. 

To leave such dishonest counting to a fractional part of Congress is dangerous in the extreme. What is to 

prevent any political party having control of both Houses of Congress from refusing to seat the opposition and 

then passing a Joint Resolution to the effect that the Constitution is amended and that it is the duty of the 

Administrator of the General Services Administration [now the Archivist of the United States] to proclaim the 

adoption? Would the Supreme Court of the United States still say the problem was political and refuse to 

determine whether constitutional standards had been met? [Yes - Epperly et. al. v. United States /9]. 

How can it be conceived in the minds of anyone that a combination of powerful States can by force of arms 

deny another State a right to have representation in Congress until it has ratified an Amendment which its 

people oppose? [And by what authority does any State (or combination thereof) claim to declare a sister State to 

have an invalid government?] The Fourteenth Amendment was adopted by means almost as bad as that 

suggested above. 

For a more detailed account of how the Fourteenth Amendment was forced upon the Nation, see Articles in 11 

S.C.L.Q. 484 and 28 Tul.L.Rev. 22. 

The Reconstruction Acts 

Introduction 

The Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution for the United States was questioned before the Courts of the 

United States in the case of Gordon Epperly et. al. v. United States /10 wherein each of those Courts ruled 

within un-published Opinions/Judgments that the questions raised were "political questions" to the Courts 

(citing Coleman v. Miller11 and United States v. Stahl 12). 

Prior to 1939, the Supreme Court for the United States had taken cognizance of a number of diverse objections 

to the validity of specific amendments. Apart from holding that official notice of ratification by the several 

States was conclusive upon the courts,13 it had treated these questions as justiciable, although it had uniformly 

rejected them on the merits. In that year, however, the whole subject was thrown into confusion by the 

inconclusive decision of Coleman v. Miller.14 This case came up on a writ of certiorari to the Supreme Court of 

Kansas to review the denial of a writ of mandamus to compel the Secretary of the Kansas Senate to erase an 

endorsement on a Resolution ratifying the proposed child labor Amendment to the Constitution of the effect that 

it had been adopted by the Kansas Senate. 

Four opinions were written in the U.S. Supreme Court, no one of which commanded the support of more than 

four members of the Court. The majority ruled that the Plaintiffs, members of the Kansas State Senate, had a 

sufficient interest in the controversy to give the federal courts jurisdiction to review the case. Without 

agreement with regard to the grounds for their decision, a different majority affirmed the judgment of the 

Kansas court denying the relief sought. Four members who concurred in the result had voted to dismiss the writ 



on the ground that the amending process "is ‘political' in its entirety, from submission until an amendment 

becomes part of the Constitution, and is not subject to judicial guidance, control or interference at any point."15 

In an opinion reported as "the opinion of the Court," but in which it appears that only two Justices joined Chief 

Justice Hughs who wrote it, it was declared that the writ of mandamus was properly denied, because the 

question whether a reasonable time had elapsed since submission of the proposal was a nonjusticiable political 

question, the kinds of considerations entering into deciding being fit for Congress to evaluate, and the question 

of the effect of a previous rejection upon a ratification was similarly nonjusticiable, because the 1868 

Fourteenth Amendment precedent of congressional determination "has been accepted."16 But with respect to 

the contention that the lieutenant governor should not have been permitted to cast the deciding vote in favor of 

ratification, the Court found itself evenly divided, thus accepting the judgment of the Kansas Supreme Court 

that the state officer had acted validly.17 However, the unexplained decision by Chief Justice Hughes and his 

two concurring Justices that the issue of the lieutenant' governor's vote was justiciable indicates at the least that 

their position was in disagreement with the view of the other four Justices in the majority that all questions 

surrounding Constitutional Amendments are nonjusticiable.18 

However, Coleman does stand as authority for the proposition that at least some decisions with respect to the 

proposal and ratification of Constitutional Amendments are exclusively within the purview of Congress or the 

States, either because they are textually committed or because the Courts lack adequate criteria of determination 

to pass on them.19 But to what extent the political question doctrine encompasses the amendment process and 

what the standards may be to resolve that particular issue remain elusive of answers. 

We can conclude from the cases of Epperly et. al. v. United States (supra.) that the United States Supreme Court 

has made a determination that any constitutional questions regarding the amending of the U.S. Constitution are 

"political questions" for the Congress or the States to address. 

Historical Background 

The historical facts relating to the ratification of the Fourteenth Amendment have been addressed by the 

Supreme Court for the State of Utah in the case of Dyett v. Turner; (supra.)20 State v. Phillips;21 and the legal 

brief of Judge Lander H. Perez of Louisiana as published in the Congressional Record.22 

It should be noted that the U.S. Supreme Court declared within the case of State of Texas v. White,23 that a 

State cannot secede from the Union after being admitted into the Union. The Supreme Court further ruled that 

the southern States were States of the Union before the Civil War, the southern States were States of the Union 

during the Civil War and the southern States were States of the Union after the Civil War. 

Your attention is also called that at the time the Civil War was declared to be at an end, the southern States were 

operating under proper civil governments when the present day Thirteenth Amendment was submitted to those 

States for ratification.24 

The Problem 

For the purpose of discussion, we will concentrate on the House Joint Resolution that proposed the Fourteenth 

Amendment, the Reconstruction Acts of 1867 and the Proclamations of Ratification by Secretary of State, 

William H. Seward. 

Note: 

In regard to the Fourteenth Amendment; the Record of the "Congressional Globe" refers to the "Joint 

Resolution" proposing the Amendment as being H.J.R. 127. The copy of the "Joint Resolution" that was 

submitted to the States for Ratification was referred to as H.J.R. 48. Hereinafter, we will refer to the "Joint 

Resolution" as H.J.R. 48. 



First: 

Pretermitting the ineffectiveness of "H.J.R. 48;" seventeen (17) States (four (4) votes are questionable) out of 

the then thirty-seven (37) States of the Union seventeen (17) States rejected the proposed Fourteenth 

Amendment between the date of its submission to the States by the Secretary of State on June 16, 1866 and 

March 24, 1868 thereby further nullifying said Resolution and making it impossible for its ratification by the 

constitutionally required three-fourths of such States as shown by the rejections thereof by the legislatures of the 

following States: 

Texas rejected the Fourteenth Amendment on October 27, 1866 (House Journal 1866, pgs. 577-584 - Senate 

Journal 1866, p. 471.). 

Georgia rejected the Fourteenth Amendment on November 9, 1866 (House Journal 1866, pgs. 61-69 - Senate 

Journal 1866, pgs. 65-72.). 

Florida rejected the Fourteenth Amendment on December 6, 1866 (House Journal 1866, pgs. 75-80, 138, 144, 

149-150 - Senate Journal 1866, pgs. 101-103, 111, 114, 133.). 

Alabama rejected the Fourteenth Amendment on December 7, 1866 (House Journal 1866. pgs. 208-213 - Senate 

Journal 1866, pgs. 182-183.). 

North Carolina rejected the Fourteenth Amendment on December 14, 1866 (House Journal 1866 - 1867. pgs. 

182-185 - Senate Journal 1866-67, pgs. 91-139). 

Arkansas rejected the Fourteenth Amendment on December 17, 1866 (House Journal 1866, pp. 288-291 - 

Senate Journal 1866, p. 262.). 

South Carolina rejected the Fourteenth Amendment on December 20, 1866 (House Journal 1866, p. 284 - 

Senate Journal 1866, p. 230.). 

Kentucky rejected the Fourteenth Amendment on January 8, 1867 (House Journal 1867, pgs. 60-65 - Senate 

Journal 1867, pgs. 62-65.). 

Virginia rejected the Fourteenth Amendment on January 9, 1867 (House Journal 1866-67, p. 108 - Senate 

Journal 1866-67, pgs. 101-103.). 

Louisiana rejected the Fourteenth Amendment on February 9, 1867 (Joint Resolution as recorded on page 9 of 

the Acts of the General Assembly, Second Session, January 28, 1867) (McPherson, "Reconstruction," p. 194; 

"Annual Encyclopedia," p. 452.). 

Delaware rejected the Fourteenth Amendment on February 7, 1867 (House Journal 1867, pgs. 223-226 - Senate 

Journal 1867, pgs. 169, 175 176, 208.). 

Maryland rejected the Fourteenth Amendment on March 23, 1867 (House Journal 1867, pgs. 1139-1141 - 

Senate Journal 1867, p. 808.). 

Mississippi rejected the Fourteenth Amendment on January 31, 1867 (Laws of Mississippi, 1866-1877, p. 734; 

House Journal 1867, pgs. 201-202 - Senate Journal 1866, p 195-196) (McPherson, "Reconstruction," p. 194.). 

Ohio rescinded its Fourteenth Amendment ratification vote on January 15, 1868 (House Journal 1868, pgs. 44-

51 - Senate Journal 1868, pgs. 33-39.). 



New Jersey rescinded its Fourteenth Amendment ratification vote on March 24, 1868 (Minutes of the Assembly 

1868, p. 743 - Senate Journal 1868, p. 356.). 

California on March 3rd, 1868, the Assembly, with the Senate concurring, rejected the Fourteenth Amendment 

(Journal of the Assembly 1867-68, p. 601). 

Oregon rejected the Fourteenth Amendment by the Senate on October 6, 1868 and by the House on October 15, 

1868 proclaiming the legislature that ratified the Amendment to have been a "defacto" legislature (U.S. House 

of Representatives, 40th Congress, 3rd session, Mis. Doc. No 12). 

There is no question that all of the southern States [which rejected the Fourteenth Amendment] had legal 

constituted governments; were fully recognized by the federal government and were functioning as member 

States of the Union at the time of their rejection. 

Where a proposed Amendment to the Federal Constitution has been rejected by more than one-forth of the 

States, and rejections have been duly certified, a State which has rejected the proposed Amendment may not 

change its position, even if it might change its position while the Amendment is still before the people.25 

Second: 

Several "Reconstruction Acts" were passed by Congress after the Civil War was proclaimed by the President of 

the United States to be at an end.26 The "Reconstruction Acts" that will be addressed are those that were 

enacted on March 2, 1867,27 June 25, 1868,28 July 19, 1867,29 March 30, 1870.30 It is obvious that these 

"Reconstruction Acts" were enacted into law over the veto of the President for the purpose of coercing the 

southern States into rescinding their vote of rejection of the ratification of the Fourteenth Amendment: 

Reconstruction Act of March 2, 1867:31 

... and when said State, by a vote of its legislature elected under said constitution (state) , shall have adopted the 

amendment to the Constitution of the United States, proposed by the Thirty-ninth Congress, and known as 

article fourteen, and when said article shall have become a part of the Constitution of the United States, said 

State shall be declared entitled to representation in Congress, . . . 

The Act of June 25, 186832 to admit the States of North Carolina, South Carolina, Louisiana, Georgia, 

Alabama, and Florida, to representation in Congress at Section 1: 

"That each of the States of (naming them) shall entitled and admitted to representation in Congress as a State of 

the Union when the legislature of such State shall have duly ratified the amendment to the Constitution of the 

United States proposed by the Thirty-ninth Congress, and known as the article fourteen, . . ." 

The Act of March 30, 187033 admitting the State of Texas to Representation in the Congress of the United 

States [Preamble]: 

Whereas the people of Texas has framed and adopted a constitution of State government which is republican; 

and whereas the legislature of Texas elected under said constitution has ratified the fourteenth and fifteenth 

amendments to the Constitution of the United States; and whereas the performance of these several acts in good 

faith is a condition precedent to the representation of the State in Congress: . . . 

From these three Acts of Congress, the questions must be asked: "By what authority did the Congress rely upon 

to compel a State to reverse its negative ratification vote?" And: "By what authority did the Congress rely upon 

to compel a State to ratify an Amendment to the Constitution for the United States?" 



Third: 

The Thirty-ninth Congress declared at Section 1 of the Reconstruction Act of March 2, 186734 that: 

. . . That said rebel States shall be divided into military districts and made subject to the military authority of the 

United States . . . 

and at Section 6 of the same Act: 

. . . any civil governments which may exist therein shall be deemed provisional only, and in all respects subject 

to the paramount authority of the United States . . . 

and at Section 10 of the Reconstruction Act of July 19, 1867:35 

That the commander of any district named in said act (March 2, 1867) shall have power . . . to suspend or 

remove from office, or from the performance of official duties and the exercise of official powers, any officer or 

person holding or exercising, or professing to hold or exercise, any civil or military office or duty in such 

district under any power, election, appointment or authority derived from, or granted by, or claimed under, any 

so-called State or the government thereof, or any municipal or other division thereof . . . 

and at Section 10 of that Act: 

That no district commander . . . or any of the officers or appointees acting under them, shall be bound in his 

action by any opinion of any civil officer of the United States. 

The above Sections of the Reconstruction Acts of March 2, 1867 and July 19, 1867 makes it very clear that the 

southern States were under military law and were without republican form of governments. The question must 

be asked: "By what authority did the Thirty-ninth Congress rely upon to impose military law upon those 

southern States after those States were declared by "Presidential Proclamation" of June 30, 1865 and 

"Presidential Proclamation" of August 20, 1866 that the insurrection was at an end, and that peace, order, 

tranquillity and civil authority existed in and throughout the whole of the United States of America?" Keep in 

mind that the military was originally sent into those States by "Presidential Proclamation" to suppress rebellion 

within those States, not by any Act of Congress. 

Fourth: 

As Section 1 of the Reconstruction Act of March 2, 1867,36 declares that the southern States had no legal 

governments: 

Whereas no legal State governments or adequate protection for life or property now exists in the rebel States of 

Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Mississippi, Alabama, Louisiana, Florida, Texas, and 

Arkansas; . . . 

the question must be asked: "When did the southern States have legal governments?" The Congress answered 

the question within: - "An Act to provide for the more efficient Government of the Rebel States"37 and within 

the: - "Act to admit the States of North Carolina, South Carolina, Louisiana, Georgia, Alabama, and Florida, to 

Representation in Congress"38 and within the: - "Act to admit the State of Texas to Representation in the 

Congress of the United States"39 wherein the Congress declared that the southern States were not to be 

recognized as "States" with lawful civil governments until said States ratified the Fourteenth Amendment. By 

the mouth of Congress; the purported votes cast for the ratification of the Fourteenth Amendment under the 

Reconstruction Acts were cast by unlawful governments of those southern States [military districts]. 



Fifth: 

If the southern States had no legal governments, as declared by Congress; additional questions must be asked: 

Why did the Congress submit the Resolution proposing the Thirteenth Amendment to the United States 

Constitution to the southern States for ratification? 

Why did the Congress accept the southern States "ratification votes" on the Thirteenth Amendment? 

Why did the Congress submit the Resolution proposing the Fourteenth Amendment to the southern States for 

ratification? 

As both Houses of Congress passed Resolutions40 declaring that the Civil War was not waged in the spirit of 

oppression nor for purpose of overthrowing or INTERFERING WITH THE RIGHTS OF ESTABLISHED 

INSTITUTIONS OF THOSE STATES, why did Congress wait until those southern States cast a "negative" 

ratification vote on the Fourteenth Amendment before declaring the civil governments of those States as being 

unlawful? 

Did the southern States have lawful governments before the enactment of the "Reconstruction Acts?" 

When a freely associated compact State of the united States of America is declared to have an unlawful civil 

government by Congress and is placed under "Military Law" - is that State a "State" as that term is used in U.S. 

Const., V:1:1? 

When a freely associated compact State of the united States of America is placed under "Military Law" by the 

Congress - do those States have a Republican form of government as they are to be guaranteed under U.S. 

Const., IV:4:1? 

Does Congress have the authority to substitute the Republican form of government of a freely associated 

compact State of the united States of America with another form of government for the purpose of compelling 

ratification of an Amendment to the Constitution for the United States? 

If Congress has the "textually demonstrable commitment" and thus has the exclusive and plenary powers to 

declare the southern States to have unlawful civil governments - why did Congress find the need to submit the 

"Reconstruction Acts" to the President of the United States for his signature, a procedure that is governed by 

U.S. Const., I:7:2? 

Sixth: 

With the United States Supreme Court's Dred Scott v. Sanford,41 ruling that a Negro had no rights under the 

Constitution for the United States to either obtain rights of citizenship or rights of suffrage; the "Reconstruction 

Acts" of 1867 fails on the following grounds: 

The "Reconstruction Acts" granted the Negroes of the southern States the rights of holding public office of 

Legislator and thus the U.S. Congress granted the Negro population the status of "citizen" BEFORE the 

Fourteenth Amendment was proclaimed to be an Amendment to the United States Constitution.42 

The "Reconstruction Acts" granted the Negroes of the southern States the rights of "suffrage" BEFORE the 

Fifteenth Amendment was proclaimed to be an Amendment to the United States Constitution.43 



[The Fifteenth Amendment is a formal declaration by the Congress of the United States that the suffrage 

provisions within the Reconstruction Acts of 1867 are unconstitutional]. 

Seventh: 

The "Reconstruction Acts" also fails on the following grounds: 

The Congress of the United States granted authority to "Military Districts" of the United States to ratify 

Amendments to the United States Constitution in violation of U.S. Const., Article V.44 

Denied the southern States representation in Congress in violation of Paragraph Two of Article V of the Articles 

of Confederation.45 

Denied the people of the southern States the privilege of holding an "Office of Trust" if they were excluded 

under the provisions of the Fourteenth Amendment BEFORE the Fourteenth Amendment was proclaimed to be 

an Amendment to the United States Constitution.46 

Denied the people of the southern States the rights of "suffrage" unless they were qualified under the Third 

Article of the Fourteenth Amendment BEFORE the Fourteenth Amendment was proclaimed to be an 

Amendment to the United States Constitution.47 

The "Reconstruction Acts" fails as Congress had no Constitutional authority to create governments within a 

freely associated compact State of the united States of America that consisted of "Aliens."48 

Eighth: 

William H. Seward, as Secretary of State, expressed doubt as to whether three-fourths of the required States had 

ratified the Fourteenth Amendment (as shown by his Proclamation of July 20, 1868. /49) Promptly; on July 21, 

1868, a Concurrent Resolution /50 was adopted by the Senate and House of Representatives declaring that 

three-fourths of the several States of the Union had ratified the Fourteenth Amendment. That Concurrent 

Resolution; however, was not submitted to the President of the United States for his approval as required by 

U.S. Const., I:7:3 and it included purported ratifications by the unlawful puppet legislatures of five (5) States 

(Arkansas, North Carolina, Louisiana, South Carolina, and Alabama) which had previously rejected the 

Fourteenth Amendment.51 

This Concurrent Resolution assumed to perform the function of the Secretary of State in whom Congress (by 

Act of April 20, 1818) had vested the function of issuing such Proclamation declaring the ratification of 

Constitutional Amendments. 

The Secretary of State bowed to the action of Congress and issued his Proclamation on July 28, 186852 in 

which he stated that he was acting under the mandate of the Congressional Act of July 21, 1868: 

Now, therefore, be it known that I, William H. Seward, Secretary of State of the United States, in execution of 

the aforesaid act, (April 20, 1818) and of the afore-said concurrent resolution of the 21st of July, 1868, and in 

conformance thereto, do hereby direct the said proposed amendment (Fourteenth Amendment) to the 

Constitution of the United States to be published in the newspapers authorized to promulgate the laws of the 

United States, and I do hereby certify that the said proposed amendment has been adopted in the manner 

hereinbefore mentioned by the States specified in the said concurrent resolution, namely [naming them]; the 

States thus specified being more than three fourths of the States of the United States. . . .  



In regard to the Concurrent Resolution of July 21, 1868 - By what authority did the Congress rely upon to make 

a determination as to what States ratified the Fourteenth Amendment? 

As the power to ratify Amendments to the Constitution for the United States is with the several States of the 

Union, by what authority did the Secretary of State, William H. Seward, rely upon to declare that the 

Concurrent Resolution of July 21, 1868 was an "Official Notice" of ratification? 

In regard to the Concurrent Resolution of July 21, 1868 - By what authority did the Congress rely upon to 

perform the function of the Secretary of State in whom Congress (by Act of April 20, 1818) had vested the 

function of issuing Proclamations declaring the ratification of Constitutional Amendments? 

In regard to the Concurrent Resolution of July 21, 1868 - By what authority did the Congress rely upon to 

declare that the Secretary of State shall issue forth the Proclamation of Ratification of July 28, 186853 when the 

Concurrent Resolution of July 21, 1868 was never submitted to the President of the United States for his 

approbation as required by the U.S. Constitution? 

Within the Proclamation of Ratification of July 20, 186854 - U.S. Secretary of State, William H. Seward, 

expressed reservations as to the legitimacy of the governments of those southern States that were under the 

military government of the United States and what were his responsibilities in making legal determinations 

regarding the ratification votes of those States. The question must be asked: "Who has the authority to make 

legal determinations regarding the ratification of Amendments to the Constitution for the United States?" 

The questions presented needs to be answered and without answers, the declared ratification of the Fourteenth 

Amendment must be found "ultra vires" and void "ab initio." 

The federal Courts of Coleman v. United States,55 United States v. Stahl56 and Epperly et.al. v. United 

States57 have declared that all issues pertaining to amending of the U.S. Constitution are "political questions" 

for Congress or the States to address. As the Congress of the United States of America on several occasions 

over the past 100 years -refused- to address the questions presented, the Congress has taken the position that 

under Article V58 of the Constitution for the United States of America and Article X59 of the Bill of Rights, the 

legislatures of the States have the "textually demonstrable constitutional commitment of the issues." It is THE 

PEOPLE IN A CONSTITUTIONAL CONVENTION OR THE LEGISLATURES OF THE SEVERAL 

STATES THAT HAVE THE AUTHORITY TO DETERMINE IF AN AMENDMENT HAS BEEN 

ADOPTED IN ACCORDANCE TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE CONSTITUTION. 

United States Constitution 

The 

Fourteenth Amendment 

[FICTION OR FACT] 

The validity, or should we say invalidity, of the Civil War Amendments is very important to reinstating the 

inalienable rights of free white Citizens in the United States of America. At every juncture where the 

government of the United States of America and/or the governments of the several States attempt to usurp 

inalienable rights, the Civil War Amendments are ultimately claimed to be the authority for such deprivations of 

rights. 

To determine whether the Fourteenth Amendment is fiction or fact, we will proceed to dissect each Section of 

the Fourteenth Amendment, sentence by sentence. Please remember that the following Authorities reflects the 

understanding of the Founding Fathers at the time the Constitution for the United States was adopted, and 

although they may not be "politically" correct today, the Authorities represents the law at the time the 

Fourteenth Amendment was (purportedly) adopted. 



FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT - SECTION ONE 

We begin with Section 1 of the Fourteenth Amendment which reads: 

All persons born or naturalized in the United States and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of the 

United States and of the state wherein they reside. No state shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge 

the privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States; nor shall any state deprive any person of life, 

liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal 

protection of the laws. 

Fourteenth Amendment, Section 1, United States Constitution 

The first sentence of Section One provides: 

All persons born or naturalized in the United States, ... - Fourteenth Amendment, Section One 

Notice there is no relation to race and there is no definition of person, other than the "p" in person is not 

capitalized, indicating the word would not mean a "Natural Person," but a "juristic person" or "artificial person." 

As the courts have said, the "due process" and "equal protection" Clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment apply 

to Corporations which are juristic (artificial) persons. 

Compare this with Article II, Section 1, Clause 4 of the Constitution for the United States of America: 

No Person except a natural born Citizen, ... 

Notice the "N" in "no", the "P" in "Person" and the "C" in "Citizen." All of the capitalization is on the object to 

be distinguished as to who is a Natural Person. This is further clarified in Amy v. Smith:60 

Free negroes and mulattoes are, almost everywhere, considered and treated as a degraded race of people; 

insomuch so, that, under the constitution and laws of the United States, they can not become citizens of the 

United States. - Amy v. Smith, 1 Litt. Ky. R. 334. 

In light of this, no person would be considered as a United States Citizen or a citizen of the United States; as the 

Constitution was framed to incorporate the common law, in opposition to international law. 

common law - one race governs; 

international law - all races govern. 

The capitalization of the words "Person" and "Citizen" could mean only one thing, the denoting of only those of 

one race in compliance with the common law. 

The American colonies brought with them the common, and not the civil law; and each state at the revolution, 

adopted either more or less of it, and not one of them exploded the principle, that place of birth conferred 

citizenship. - Amy v. Smith, 1 Litt. Ky. R. 337-38. 

Under the common-law (and under American Constitutions), "Citizenship" was dependent upon right of 

inheritance which can only be passed by lineage (race). This is in accord with the Preamble (Constitution for the 

United States of America), which states that the Constitution was adopted for the protection of "We The 

People" and "their posterity," - posterity - being a racial term. 



The "p" in "persons" of the Fourteenth Amendment is not referring to those referred to in Article IV, Section 2, 

Constitution for the United States of America. 

... and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, ... 

Notice the word: "subject." Those that were not of the white race (when the Fourteenth Amendment was 

proposed) were natural born "subjects." 

Blacks, whether born or in bondage, if born under the jurisdiction and allegiance of the United States, are 

natives, and not aliens. They are what the common law terms natural-born subjects ... The better opinion, I 

should think, was, that Negroes or other slaves, born within and under the allegiance of the United States, are 

natural-born subjects, but not citizens. Citizens, under our constitution and laws, mean free inhabitants, born 

within the United States, or naturalized under the law of Congress ...Commentaries of American Law, James 

Kent, 7th Ed., Vol. II, at 275-78. 

Thus, we find the meaning and application of the terms: "subject to the jurisdiction." 

A United States "Citizen" (that is a common-law Citizen in one of the several States at the adoption of the 

Constitution for the United States of America) was considered "within" the jurisdiction of the United States. 

"Citizens" were never subject to the jurisdiction of the United States. Instead, the United States was subject to 

the jurisdiction of the Citizen, that is, under the common law. [See the tenth Article in Amendment, 

Constitution for the United States of America]. 

According to the common law principle (upon which our Constitution was founded), only the race (family) of 

people forming the sovereignty to adopt the Constitution (We the People) are considered "Citizens." All others 

born inside the Country and owing allegiance to "We the People" are natural born "Subjects." Under principles 

of International Law, that is, inter-racial law (See definition in Webster's Dictionary, [1828]), these "Subjects" 

(who, by special privilege, are licensed to become something or do something normally illegal under the 

common-law), are said to be "citizens" and "persons." 

But in considering the question before us, it must be borne in mind that there is no law of nations standing 

between the people of the United States and their Government, and interfering with their relation to each other. 

The powers of the government, and the rights of the citizens under it, are positive and practical regulations 

plainly written down. The people of the United States have delegated to it certain enumerated powers, and 

forbidden it to exercise others. - Dred Scott v. Sandford, (1856-1857) 19 How. (60 U.S.) 393, 452, 15 L.Ed. 

691. 

It is clear that the Fourteenth Amendment could not be referring to the "Citizens" that are known of the white 

race, but must be referring to those artificial "citizens" of the non-white races 

... are citizens of the United States and of the State wherein they reside ... - Fourteenth Amendment, Section 1. 

This sentence is interesting, as it not only declares that these "persons" (small "p") are "citizens" (small "c") of 

the United States, but also of the State they choose to reside in: 

No white person born within the limits of the United States, ... or born without those limits, and subsequently 

naturalized under their laws, owes the status of citizenship to the recent Amendments to the Federal 

Constitution. - Van Valkenburg v. Brown, (1872) 43 Cal 43, 47. 

Prior to the adoption of this amendment, strictly speaking, there were no citizens of the United States, but only 

some one of them. Congress had the power 'to establish an uniform rule of naturalization,' but not the power to 

make a naturalized alien a citizen of any state. But the states generally provided that such persons might, on 



sufficient residence therein, become citizens thereof, and then the courts held, ab convenienti, rather than 

otherwise, that they became ipso facto citizens of the United States. - Sharon v. Hill, (1885) 26 F 337, 343. 

Notice the words: "some one of them." This refers to citizenship of "some one" of the States. The national 

government had no power to make citizens of its own and force them upon the States. The States could make 

anyone they chose to be a citizen of their State, but only those of the white race could be recognized as national 

citizens under the Preamble to the Constitution for the United States of America and be treated as "Citizens" in 

any State they entered. 

Thus, only white State citizens held the privileges and immunities known to Article IV, Section 2, among the 

several States, and no State could confer that Constitutional protection on any other race. In consequence 

thereof, the "also" could not authorize a "non-white" to be an "Officer" of the United States government. These 

elements were what was referred to as "national citizenship" (prior to the Fourteenth Amendment) to avoid one 

State (or the States collectively at the national level) from interfering in another State's sovereignty, or the 

sovereignty "We the People". 

The Fourteenth Amendment attempts to reverse this natural common-law order of things by making State 

citizenship dependent upon national citizenship. 

... By the original constitution, citizenship in the United States was a consequence of citizenship in a state. By 

this clause [Am 14, Sec 1] this order of things is reversed. Citizenship in the United States is defined; it is made 

independent of citizenship in a state, and citizenship in a state is a result of citizenship in the United States. So 

that a person born or naturalized in the United States, and subject to its jurisdiction, is, without reference to state 

constitutions or laws, entitled to all privileges and immunities secured by the Constitution of the United States 

to citizens thereof. - U.S. v. Hall, (1871) 26 Fed. Case 79, 81. 

Prior to the adoption of this amendment, strictly speaking, there were no citizens of the United States, but only 

some one of them. Congress had the power "to establish an uniform rule of naturalization," but not the power to 

make a naturalized alien a citizen of any state. But the states generally provided that such persons might, on 

sufficient residence therein, become citizens thereof, and then the courts held, ab convenienti, rather than 

otherwise, that they became ipso facto citizens of the United States. - Sharon v. Hill, (1885) 26 F 337, 343. 

Notice the words "ab convenienti," which means after the event. This means after the Constitutional 

Convention. And the words "ipso facto," which interprets as after the sovereignty was established, (composed 

only of members of the white race [family]). 

The choice of words here is interesting, as they did not use the words: "nunc pro tunc," which means to do what 

should have been done in the beginning. In other words, they are not saying they made a mistake by not 

including other races when the Constitution was framed. They are only claiming to changed the order of things, 

regardless of the correctness of the original circumstance. 

This Section of the Fourteenth Amendment totally dissolves the State's (people of the State) right to declare its 

own sovereign body. It is in violation of "State Sovereignty" and completely violates Article IV, Sections 2 and 

4, and the Ninth and Tenth Articles in Amendment. 

The Citizens of each State shall be entitled to all Privileges and Immunities of Citizens in the several States. 

A person charged in any State with Treason, Felony, or other Crime, who shall flee from Justice, and be found 

in another State, shall, on demand of the executive Authority of the State from which he fled, be delivered up, to 

be removed to the State having Jurisdiction of the Crime. 



No Person held to Service or Labour in one State, under the Laws thereof, escaping into another, shall, in 

Consequence of any Law or Regulation therein, be discharged from such Service or Labour, but shall be 

delivered up on Claim of the Party to whom such Service or Labour may be due. - Constitution for the United 

States of America, Article IV, Section 2. 

The enumeration in the Constitution, of certain rights, shall not be construed to deny or disparage others 

retained by the people. - Ninth Article in Amendment to the Constitution for the United States of America. 

The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are 

reserved to the States respectively, or to the people. - Tenth Article in Amendment to the Constitution for the 

United States of America. 

To understand that not only Article IV, but all other Articles (I through VII) were written only for the 

government of and for the white race (thereby barring those not of the white race from coming under their 

protection), you are referred to the case of Crandall v. Connecticut:61 

The first Congress after the constitution was adopted, was composed of many of those distinguished patriots, 

who framed the constitution, and from that circumstance would be supposed to know what its spirit was. Some 

of the earliest work they performed for the country, was to establish by law a uniform rule of naturalization. The 

first law was by Congress in 1790, and in its precise and technical language is used: 'Any alien, being a free 

white person, may become a citizen, by complying with the requirements hereinafter named.' In the year 1795, a 

further regulation was made by law, when the same language was used: 'Any free white person may become a 

citizen,' &c. In 1798-1802-1813, and 1824, similar laws were passed, on the same subject, and in each of those 

laws, the same technical language is used. These laws were carrying into effect the constitution itself; and if the 

constitution in any part of it embraced coloured persons as citizens, then Congress mistook its duty, and early 

departed from its provisions. Congress have also marked this distinction of colour in the post-office laws 'No 

person of colour can be engaged in the post-office, or in the transportation of mail.' This is a right open to all 

but persons of colour. - Crandall v. Connecticut, (1834) 10 Conn 358. 

To my mind, it would be a perversion of terms, and the well known rule of construction, to say, that slaves, free 

blacks, or Indians, were citizens, within the meaning of that term, as used in the constitution. God forbid that I 

should add to the degradation of this race of men; but I am bound, by my duty, to say, they are not citizens. I 

have thus shown you that this law is not contrary to the 2d section of the 4th art. of the constitution of the 

United States; for that embraces only citizens. - Ibid, at 347. 

Note the word "citizen" as it used in Crandall. For the definition of the word "citizen", we refer you to Bouvier's 

Law Dictionary, 8th Ed., (1859): 

CITIZEN, persons. 3. All natives are not citizens of the United States; the descendants of the aborigines, and 

those of African origin, are not entitled to the rights of citizens. Anterior to the adoption of the constitution of 

the United States, each State had the right to make citizens of such persons as it pleased. That constitution does 

not authorize any but white persons to become citizens of the United States; and it must therefore be presumed 

that no one is a citizen who is not white. - Bouvier's Law Dictionary, 8th Ed. (1859), Title "Citizen," p. 231. 

CITIZEN, persons. 2. Citizens are either native born or naturalized. Native citizens may fill any office; 

naturalized citizens may be elected or appointed to any office under the constitution of the United States, except 

the office of president and vice-president. The constitution provides, that 'the citizens of each State shall be 

entitled to all the privileges and immunities of citizens in the several states.' - Ibid, at p. 231. 

This leaves no doubt who (under the organic law of this Nation) are solely defined as "Citizens" (Persons), or 

what race is the sovereign body. No one else is included. The Fourteenth Amendment is an attempt to unseat the 



organic law and we should question any and all government Officials who would condone this type of 

deception. 

Notice in government reprints of the Constitution for the United States of America, Article I, Section 2, Clause 

3: 

Representatives and direct taxes shall be apportioned among the several States which may be included within 

this Union, according to their respective Numbers, which shall be determined by adding to the whole Number 

of free Persons, including those bound to Service for a Term of Years, and excluding Indians not taxed, three 

fifths of all other Persons. - Constitution for the United States of America, Article I, Section 2, Clause 3. 

Upon checking the Constitution for the Confederate States of America, the people of the Confederacy (who 

knew and understood the organic law of this Nation) re-worded the Preamble and Article I, Section 2, Clause 3, 

as follows: 

We, the people of the Confederate States, each State acting in its sovereign and independent character, in order 

to form a permanent federal government, establish justice, insure domestic tranquility, and secure the blessings 

of liberty to ourselves and our posterity -- invoking the favor and guidance of Almighty God – do ordain and 

establish this Constitution for the Confederate States of America. - Preamble to the Constitution for the 

Confederate States of America. 

Representatives and direct taxes shall be apportioned among the several States, which may be included within 

this Confederacy, according to their respective numbers, which shall be determined, by adding to the whole 

number of free persons, including those bound to service for a term of years, and excluding Indians not taxed, 

three-fifths of all slaves. - Constitution for the Confederate States of America, Article I, Section 2, Clause 3. 

Notice "We, the people" and "to ourselves and our posterity" were preserved. Also, notice the substitution of the 

word: "Persons" for that of the word: "slaves." 

No State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the 

United States; ... - Fourteenth Amendment, Section 1. 

This sentence of the Fourteenth Amendment, Section 1, makes all State Constitutions which set their sovereign 

body as the white race only (such as Oregon's Constitution) null and void. 

In all elections not otherwise provided for by this constitution, every white male citizen of the United States, ... - 

Oregon Constitution, (1859) Article II, Section 2. 

and others, such as: 

The electors or members of the general assembly shall be free white male citizens of the State, ... - Georgia 

Constitution, (1865) Article V, Section 1. 

Every free white man at the age of twenty-one years being a native or naturalized citizen of the United States,... 

- North Carolina Constitution, (1856) Article I, Section 3, Clause 2. 

Every white male citizen of the commonwealth, resident therein, aged twenty-one years and upwards, being 

qualified to exercise the right of suffrage ... - Virginia Constitution, (1830) Article III, Section 14. 

That every white male citizen of this State, above twenty-one years of age, and neither, having resided twelve 

months within the State, and six months in the county, ... - Maryland Constitution, (1810) Article 14. 



All elections of governor, senators, and representatives shall be by ballot. And in such elections every white free 

man of the age of twenty-one years, ... - Delaware Constitution, (1792) Article IV, Section 1. 

See Neal v. Delaware,62 as to nullification of State Constitutions under the Fourteenth Amendment. 

All of these provisions of the Constitutions for the States are now "null and void" if the Fourteenth Amendment 

is considered as a valid Amendment to the Constitution for the United States of America (which it certainly is 

not). No State legislature could change the governing class which put the legislature into being and which class 

was set in their own State Constitution. 

Here we must also note the difference between the Fourteenth Amendment's "privileges and immunities" Clause 

and the "privileges and immunities" Clause of Article IV, Section 2. (See Maxwell v. Dow,63). 

... nor shall any State deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor deny to 

any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws. - Fourteenth Amendment, Section 1. 

Notice how close the wording of this sentence of the Fourteenth Amendment is to the wording of the fifth 

Article in Amendment: 

... nor shall be compelled in any criminal case to be a witness against himself, nor be deprived of life, liberty, or 

property, without due process of law; nor shall private property be taken for public use, without just 

compensation. - Fifth Article in Amendment, Constitution for the United States of America. 

Notice the Fourteenth Amendment deviates from the fifth Article in Amendment on the issue of compensation. 

The Fourteenth Amendment says, "equal protection," where the fifth Article in Amendment says, "nor shall 

private property be taken for public use, without just compensation." 

The problem (it appears) in this change of wording is to give martial law properties to the fifth Article in 

Amendment, thereby converting the common-law remedial effect of the fifth Article in Amendment, to a 

martial law remedy. This could be why the courts use the word "purview" when referencing the Articles in 

Amendment (Articles One through Eight) in relation to the Fourteenth Amendment. 

Purview. Enacting part of a statute, in contradistinction to the preamble. The part of a statute commencing with 

the words 'Be it enacted,' and continuing as far as the repealing clause; and hence, the design, contemplation, 

purpose, or scope of the act. - Black's Law Dictionary, 5th Ed. (1979). 

It appears that when the Judges speak of any common-law remedy, principle, or maxim, as being within 

"purview" of the Fourteenth Amendment, they are converting a common-law remedy, principle, or maxim, to a 

martial law remedy, principle, or maxim of law. In such cases, the common law remedy, principle, or maxim is 

eliminated and, of course, the unalienable rights of the Citizen are also eliminated (in favor of martial law rule). 

This conversion of the common law to properties of martial law nature is obvious. The Fourteenth Amendment 

(with military force to enforce it) allows all races to govern. A maxim which violates the common-law with the 

power (force) of martial law. 

According to these principles, we must take another look at this portion of the Fourteenth Amendment. What is 

"due process" under the Fourteenth Amendment? Amazingly enough, "due process" is completely defined 

within the Amendment by the integral words that follow those very terms, "equal protection of the laws." 

Nothing more than "equal protection of the law" is required to satisfy the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth 

Amendment. Thus, equal tyranny and deprivation of common-law rights to all meets the equal protection 

principle. So, what protection is given? Answer: As much as the national government wishes to give, and no 

more. Congressional protection can be enlarged and contracted as much as Congress and Administrative 



Agencies wish, provided only that these changes affect all equally. If everyone is chained to a post for their own 

protection, then they have "equal protection of the law" under the law martial. 

To see the clear and inherent weakness of the "Due Process Clause" of the Fourteenth Amendment, we look 

below to find that the common-law principles clearly known to the Bill of Rights do not apply to the Fourteenth 

Amendment and "Due Process." 

The right of trial by jury in civil cases, guaranteed by the Seventh Amendment (Walker v. Sauvinet, 92 US 90), 

and the right to bear arms guaranteed by the Second Amendment (Presser v. Illinois, 116 US 252), have been 

distinctly held not to be privileges and immunities of citizens of the United States guaranteed by the Fourteenth 

Amendment against abridgement by the States, and in effect the same decision was made in respect of the 

guarantee against prosecution, except by indictment by grand jury, contained in the Fifth Amendment (Hurtado 

v. California, 110 US 516), and in respect of the right to be confronted with witnesses, contained in the Sixth 

Amendment. (West v. Louisiana, 194 US 258). In Maxwell v. Dow, supra, where the plaintiff in error had been 

convicted in a state court of a felony upon information and by a jury of eight persons, it was held that the 

indictment, made indispensable by the Fifth Amendment, and the trial by jury guaranteed by the Sixth 

Amendment, were not privileges and immunities of citizens of the United States, as those words were used in 

the Fourteenth Amendment ... the decision rested upon the ground that this clause of the Fourteenth 

Amendment did not forbid the States to abridge the personal rights enumerated in the first eight Amendments, 

because these rights were not within the meaning of the clause 'privileges and immunities of citizens of the 

United States.' ... We conclude, therefore, that the exemption from compulsory self-incrimination is not a 

privilege or immunity of National citizenship guaranteed by this clause of the Fourteenth Amendment against 

abridgement by the States... 

... it is possible that some of the personal rights safeguarded by the first eight Amendments against National 

action may also be safeguarded against State action, because a denial of them would be a denial of due process 

of law ... If this is so, it is not because those rights are enumerated in the first eight Amendments, but because 

they are of such a nature that they are included in the conception of due process of law. - Twining v. New 

Jersey, 211 U.S. 78, 98-99, 29 S.Ct. 14, 53 L.Ed. 97. 

Therefore, any reference to Amendments One through Eight, (when applied to the State, or through purview of 

the Fourteenth Amendment in any way) replaces the common law thereof with martial law. This is pure theft of 

our God given common law birthright. The first Section of the Fourteenth Amendment's purpose is to: 

1. Convert common-law Citizens to statutory citizens and statutory persons under martial law rule; and, 

2. Convert common-law remedies, principles, and maxims in Articles One through Ten in Amendment to 

martial law remedies, principles, and maxims through the Fourteenth Amendment; and, 

3. Convert common-law rights to ownership of property to martial law confiscation of property, in which a 

private citizen is not capable of protecting his property under the common-law; and, 

4. Completely remove the common-law jurisdiction from the original people and their Posterity and convert 

them to Statutory Persons who can be brought within purview of the Fourteenth Amendment under national, 

international, martial law rule; and, 

5. Completely destroy the restrictions on those not of the white race to enter our Nation and dislodge the people 

mentioned in the Preamble as the governing body of this white Nation; and, 

6. Completely destroy the ability of the said people to govern by allowing those not of our race to hold elected 

Office, both State and National. 



All this is done with the intention of breaking down State sovereignty by an increased power of the national side 

of the United States government with a corresponding loss of power for State sovereignty on the federal side of 

the United States. This leaves the existence of the United States government less dependent (or not dependent at 

all) upon the existence of the several States. 

The Fourteenth Amendment set the stage for the destruction of "white rule" under Christian doctrine in the 

United States of America. 

Ultimately, they will not succeed, as God has designated this land for the regathering of the twelve tribes of 

Israel to become a mighty Nation again, and so it will be as God has proclaimed. 

FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT - SECTION TWO 

The next Section of the Fourteenth Amendment reads: 

Sec. 2. Representatives shall be apportioned among the several States according to their respective numbers, 

counting the whole number of persons in each State, excluding Indians not taxed. But when the right to vote at 

any election for the choice of electors for President and Vice-president of the United States, Representatives in 

Congress, the Executive and Judicial Officers of a State, or the members of the Legislature thereof, is denied to 

any of the male inhabitants of such State, being twenty-one years of age, and citizens of the United States, or in 

any way abridged, except for participation in rebellion, or other crime, the basis for representation therein shall 

be reduced in the proportion which the number of such male citizens shall bear to the whole number of male 

citizens twenty-one years of age in such State. - Fourteenth Amendment, Section 2. 

The purpose of the initial sentence of section Two is clear by its own terms: "Representatives shall be 

apportioned among the several States according to their respective numbers, counting the whole number of 

persons in each State, . . ." The intention is to give those persons (previously known as "chattels") a "whole" 

character and to give that character representation as a "citizen;" accordingly, allowing the States to claim those 

persons for purposes of representation in the United States government. [Elk v. Wilkins64]. 

What does the original Constitution say on the subject? 

Representatives and direct taxes shall be apportioned among the several States which may be included within 

this Union, according to their respective Numbers, which shall be determined by adding to the whole Number 

of free Persons, including those bound to Service for a Term of Years, and excluding Indians not taxed, three 

fifths of all other Persons. - Article I, Section 2, Clause 3, Constitution for the United States of America. 

Under Article I, Section 2, Clause 3, we can see that the Framers understood that they would not allow the 

direct taxation of property in the several States (by the United States) by excluding those persons held in 

servitude as "property" from apportionment for direct taxes. The only exception made was that of counting 

those persons at three-fifths of their actual enumeration and adding that to the whole number of free persons. 

At the time of adoption of the Constitution for the United States of America, the southern States feared that they 

would be powerless in the new government due to low population of free persons in those States. A 

compromise was struck which allowed additional representation for the populace held as slaves with a 

corresponding increase in taxation for the additional representation. This carried two benefits with the new 

government: 

1. More revenue would be generated by the United States from these States; and, 



2. These States would be more likely to ratify the Constitution, having more equal authority in the central 

government. But even here, representation and direct taxes were not considered on the same level. [See: 8 Fed. 

Stat. Anno. 195 (1906)]. 

The first sentence of Section Two of the Fourteenth Amendment is wholly in conflict with, and in contradiction 

to, Article I, Section 2, Clause 3, as well as the Preamble. The only reason these persons (Slaves) were even 

given a three-fifths character in the United States Census was for the purpose of taxation (which incidentally, 

prevented the slave States from suffering a lack of sufficient representation in the United States House of 

Representatives). By no means was this three-fifths character to imply any direct representation of the persons 

to whom it related. [See: 8 Fed. Stat. Anno. 107 (1906)]. 

Under the Fourteenth Amendment, if any State refuses to give this class "suffrage" in State elections (by the 

terms of Section Two [14th Am.]), a disability is imposed. When this disability is imposed, the State subjected 

to the disability loses the three-fifths representation it had based upon the number of such "persons" and for that 

reason is repugnant to the organic law. 

Rather than returning a State to its original standing or representation under Article I (by counting non-whites as 

three-fifths for purposes of taxation and incidental representation), the uncooperative State is forced into the 

very condition the Framers of the Constitution intended to prevent by the compromise struck at the 

Constitutional Convention. And since Section Two of the Fourteenth Amendment makes no mention of 

taxation, it is presumable that the State would still be taxed according to at least three-fifths apportionment for 

the number of those persons inhabiting the State, an unequal taxation never intended. [See The Federalist, No. 

34]. 

Moreover, without the three-fifths disability place upon non-whites, the people mentioned in the Preamble to 

the Constitution for the United States of America, (or rather, their "Posterity") no longer can maintain their 

superior character over their own governmental affairs as the founders and sovereignty of the government. This 

amounts to no less than allowance of a foreign invasion into the several States of the Union, sanctioned by 

Congressional (State and Federal) legislation against the people of the States in violation of their respective 

sovereignties. 

One thing that must be noted: Although this disability would be imposed upon the States that were 

uncooperative, they could still deny "suffrage" to the "Subjects" of the United States. 

In Section Two of the Fourteenth Amendment, "Indians not taxed" were still excluded as they are in Article I, 

Section 2, Clause 3. The reason "Indians not taxed" (taken) were still excluded is because of their allegiance to, 

and membership in, a separate racial sovereignty, that is, the Indian Nations. [See, 9 Fed. Stat. Anno. 626]. 

The court of Elk v. Wilkins,65 later determined that holding Indians outside the consideration for representation 

was wholly inconsistent with destruction of racial distinction proposed by the Fourteenth Amendment. It is 

speculated that this decision was made because to decide otherwise, would reveal the racial sovereignty 

principles of the U.S. Constitution in Article I, Section 2, Clause 3 and the Preamble. The purpose of the 

Fourteenth Amendment was to destroy the common-law ideal that each race (enlarged family) constituted a 

separate sovereignty in their own governments. It should be noted that this principle (destruction of racial 

recognition) has now been extended to all races, including artificial juristic persons (corporations etc.) even 

though the Fourteenth Amendment initially was put into existence on the proposition that it was only intended 

to benefit the African race. 

"The Fourteenth Amendment is to be liberally construed to carry out the purpose of its framers, but it is not to 

be restricted in its application because designed originally to rectify an existing wrong. The amendment was 

adopted soon after the close of the civil war, and undoubtedly had its origin in a purpose to secure the newly 

made citizens in the full enjoyment of their freedom. But it is in no respect limited in its operation to them. It is 



universal in its application, extending its protective force over all men, of every race and color, within the 

jurisdiction of the States throughout the broad domain of the Republic. - 8 Fed. Stat. Anno. 256; See also, 

authorities cited therein. 

It is no wonder that this Amendment has been held to apply to artificial (juristic) persons since its purpose was 

to artificially (by operation or fiction of law) confer citizenship on classes never recognized as "Citizens" under 

common-law principles that are based upon the natural law. 

FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT - SECTION THREE 

Section 3 of the Fourteenth Amendment reads: 

Sec. 3. No person shall be a Senator or Representative in Congress, or elector of President and Vice-President, 

or hold any office, civil or military, under the United States, or under any State, who, having previously taken 

an oath, as a member of Congress, or as an officer of the United States, or as a member of any State legislature, 

or as an executive or judicial officer of any State, to support the Constitution of the United States, shall have 

engaged in insurrection or rebellion against the same, or given aid or comfort to the enemies thereof. But 

Congress may by vote of two-thirds of each House, remove such disability. - Fourteenth Amendment, Section 3. 

This provision, at first glance, was obviously intended to punish the active southern participants in the Civil 

War. But this Section (like the rest of the Fourteenth Amendment) later proved to deprive the rights of Citizens 

in the (so-called) northern States as well. For instance, under this Section, Congress enacted legislation 

requiring Citizens to take an "Oath of Allegiance" before being allowed to vote (thus interfering with their right 

of suffrage and exercise of sovereignty and before obtaining judgments in the courts of the United States [thus 

interfering with the Citizens right to obtain remedy]). 

The "Oath" spoken of was created during the Civil War and continued thereafter under the martial law of this 

Section of the Fourteenth Amendment. It was created with the intent to circumvent any exercise of State 

sovereignty, either by Conventions of the People of the State or by "Acts" of their legislature which could 

interfere with the unauthorized superiority exercised by the United States government through the force of 

martial law. 

... it shall be the duty of the heads of the several departments to cause to be administered to each and every 

officer, clerk, or employee, now in their respective departments, or in any way connected therewith, or who 

shall hereafter in any way become connected therewith, to following oath, viz.: "I do solemnly swear (or affirm, 

as the case may be) that I will support, protect, and defend the Constitution and Government of the United 

States against all enemies, whether domestic or foreign, and that I will bear true faith, allegiance, and loyalty to 

the same, any ordinance, resolution, or law of any State Convention or Legislature to the contrary 

notwithstanding; and, further, that I do this with a full determination, pledge, and purpose, without any mental 

reservation or evasion whatsoever; and, further, that I will well and faithfully perform all the duties which may 

be required of me by law. So help me God. 

And that each and every such civil officer and employee, in the departments aforesaid, or in any way connected 

therewith, in the service or employment of the United States, who shall refuse to take the oath or affirmation 

herein provided, shall be immediately dismissed and discharged from such service or employment. 

An Act requiring an Oath of Allegiance, and to support the Constitution of the United States, to be administered 

to certain Persons in the Civil Service of the United States. - Approved August 6, 1861, Ch. 64, Section 1, 12 

Stat. 326. 

Also see the "Oath" prescribed for West Point Cadets in "An Act providing for the better Organization of the 

Military Establishment." Approved August 3, 186166 



The "Oath of Allegiance" was also used in many other relations. To obtain a "Judgment" in the courts of the 

United States (and to raise claims in its departments and bureaus, for instance), Congress enacted: 

. . . the commanders of all American vessels sailing from ports in the United States to foreign ports, during the 

continuance of the present rebellion, and all persons prosecuting claims either as attorney or on his own 

account, before any of the departments or bureaus of the United States, shall be require to take the oath of 

allegiance, and to support the Constitution of the United States (or affirm, as the case may be,) as required of 

persons in the civil service of the United States, by the provisions of the act of Congress approved August Sixth, 

eighteen hundred and sixty one. . . . 

An Act requiring the Commanders of American Vessels sailing to foreign ports and Persons prosecuting 

Claims, to take the Oath of Allegiance. - Approved July 17, 1862, Ch. 205, Sect. 1, 12 Stat. 610. 

. . . . Provided, however, That in order to authorize the said court to render a judgment in favor of any claimant, 

if a citizen of the United States, it shall be set forth in the petition that the claimant, and the original and every 

prior owner thereof where the claim has been assigned, has at all times borne true allegiance to the Government 

of the United States, and whether a citizen or not, that he has not in any way voluntarily aided, abetted, or given 

encouragement to rebellion against the said Government, which allegations may be traversed by the 

Government, and if on the trial such issue shall be decided against the claimant, his petition shall be dismissed. 

An Act to amend. 

 

An Act to establish for Investigation of Claims against the United States," approved February twenty-fourth, 

eighteen hundred and fifty-five. - Approved March 3, 1863, Ch. 152, Sect. 12, 12 Stat. 765, 767. 

... Whenever it shall be material in any suit or claim before any court to ascertain whether any person or party 

asserting the loyalty of any such person to the United States during such rebellion, shall be required to prove 

affirmatively that such person did, during said rebellion, consistently adhere to the United States and did give 

no aid or comfort to persons engaged in said rebellion; and the voluntary residence of any such person in any 

place where, at any time during such residence, the rebel force or organization held sway, shall be prima facie 

evidence that such person did give aid and comfort to said rebellion and to the persons engaged therein. 

 

An Act to provide for Appeals from the Court of Claims, and for other Purposes. - Approved June 25, 1868, Ch. 

71, Sec. 3, 15 Stat. 75. 

Also see: "An Act making Appropriations for the legislative, executive, and judicial Expenses of the 

Government for the Year ending the thirteenth of June, eighteen hundred and seventy-one." Approved July 12, 

187067 

All of these "Acts" of martial law that require an "Oath of Allegiance" from the people who are already 

"Citizens" within the original meaning of the Constitution, are given a continuing affect through Section Three 

of the Fourteenth Amendment. Under these "Acts" created under Section Three of the Fourteenth Amendment, 

Citizens are (or could be) treated as being "guilty" of insurrection or rebellion until they prove themselves 

innocent. This is again a reversal of the common-law maxim that one is innocent until proven guilty and 

contrary to the intent of the fifth Article in Amendment to the Constitution for the United States of America. 

For those who may take offense to the use of the terms "Civil War" (as opposed to "the war between the 

States"), we will continue to use those terms for a reason. The cause of this War was the attempt of the national 

government to interfere in the sovereignty of the several States through National Civil Law; thus, the actual 

controversy ("political" as well as "military") is known as the "Civil War." 

This was a War over the intrusion of Civil Law upon the Common Law. The court of Diamond v. Harris,68 

calls the Civil Law (statutory law) "superior equity": 



It is difficult to see how the courts of this State are to ignore the common law as a rule of decision, when it is 

made so by statute, and adopt the civil law, even though it have the merit of superior equity. - Diamond v. 

Harris, (1830) 33 Tex 634, 638. 

In the meantime, "Civil Law" was the form of law imposed in the Roman Empire which was largely (if not 

wholly) governed by martial law rule. 

"Equity" has always been understood to follow the law; to have "superior equity," is to turn things on their head. 

This is exactly what happens when martial law is imposed. If "equity" is the law, then it follows its own course 

rather than following the common law, thereby destroying the common law and leaving what is called "equity" 

in its place. We can't even begin to count the number of times Judges, Lawyers, and Statesmen have said: 

"There isn't any common law anymore. It has been replaced by Statutes." 

They would be more truthful if they said: 

"There isn't any common-law any more, it has been replaced by martial law." 

The 1789 Judiciary Act, Section 1669 prevented the courts of the United States from entertaining a suit in 

equity where there was an adequate remedy at law. 

Sec. 16. And be it further enacted, That suits in equity shall not be sustained in either of the courts of the United 

States, in any case where plain, adequate and complete remedy may be had at law. - An Act to establish the 

Judicial Courts of the United States, Approved September 24, 1789, Ch. 20, Section 16, 1 Stat. 73, 82. 

This statute was taken from a principle well known to the common law and was made by men who participated 

in the creation of our Constitution. The Civil Law that followed the Civil War is found to be this so-called 

"Superior Equity" instituted under the police power created in the Fourteenth and related Amendments. This so-

called "superior equity" can only be imposed under conditions of "martial law rule" where the law is in 

suspension. 

If the judiciary has no right to proceed in equity when the law provides adequate remedy, how does the 

Congress propose to statute the principles of equity, and then claim to have made law? It would seem that such 

a practice is wholly unlawful (in light of legal principles known to the Constitution and to the several States at 

the time of its adoption). 

As well, it must be noted that "martial law" is known (for the most part) to follow the course set by men rather 

that the course set by law (its jurisdiction being based on "force" and coerced consent). Even where concerned, 

it must be justified by those imposing it or they eventually will be held liable for damages caused by its 

imposition. 

What is called 'proclaiming martial law' is no law at all; but merely for the sake of public safety, in 

circumstances of great emergency, setting aside all law, and acting under military power; a proceeding which 

requires to be followed by an act of indemnity when the disturbances are at an end. - 8 Atty. Gen. Op. 365, 367, 

February 3, 1857. 

The Framers understood Common-Law to be superior law in all areas where it could be given effect. In fact, the 

Constitution for the United States of America incorporates the Common-Law in many of its provisions by using 

Common-Law terms which only the Common-Law can define. 



It should not be forgotten, that the first laws of the United States carry great weight in construction of the 

powers given in the Constitution for the United States of America, (as well as the lawful manner of instituting 

those powers.70). 

To all this mass of proof we have still to add, that Congress has repeatedly legislated upon the same 

construction of the Constitution that we have given. Three laws, two of which were passed almost immediately 

after the Government went into operation, will be abundantly sufficient to show this. The two first are 

particularly 

worthy of notice, because many of the men who assisted in framing the Constitution, 

and took an active part in procuring its adoption, were then in the halls of legislation, and certainly understood 

what they meant when they used the words 'people of the United States' and 'citizen' in that well considered 

instrument. - Dred Scott v. Sandford, (1856 - 1857), 19 How. (60 U.S.) 393, 419, 15 L.Ed. 691. 

While the distinction between "law" and "equity" are now claimed to be abolished by Rule 1 of the Federal 

Rules of Civil Procedure, the combining of both jurisdictions under a singular procedure could only be done 

outside the judicial power under martial law rule. Some courts still seem to recognize some distinctions in law 

and equity (possibly to avoid explaining the damage done to the judicial power by this combination). 

Getting back to the point, from Section Three of the Fourteenth Amendment we can see that the southern States 

would be disabled from recovering their sovereignty by propositions of this Section (because all that were 

sympathetic to their cause would be [and were] refused "Office" in the United States government). This was 

necessary for the northern Revolutionaries to maintain the results of their usurpation of the Preamble to the 

Constitution and their imposition of "martial law." 

According to McKee v. Young,71 all that is necessary to constitute: "Aid and comfort" (as known in Section 

Three of the Fourteenth Amendment) is giving the enemy words of encouragement or expression of favorable 

opinion while occupying an influential position.72 From this it is obvious that southern Public Officials were 

targeted for punishment for their attempts to maintain the power of the Preamble to the Constitution for the 

United States of America (as well as the principles of the Federal government known to and required by that 

instrument). 

NOTE: Secession of the southern States is not condoned, but a recognition that the south seceded due to the 

usurpatious Acts pursued by the national government is intended. The several States did have the right to 

withdraw their Senators from the national government to suspend its operation until such time as it conformed 

itself to the requirements of the Constitution. It appears that secession was used by the northern Revolutionaries 

as justification for the acts of a usurpatious national government. This mistake should never be repeated. 

It has been said that the Thirteenth Amendment (and subsequent Amendments to the U.S. Constitution) bear the 

same authority as other provisions of the Constitution (being Amendments thereto) rather than bearing the 

inferior quality of "statutes" which may be considered "void" when made without authority of the Constitution 

as adopted. 

Not only are these Amendments contrary to the original intent of the Framers, (which recognized only a white 

sovereignty [We the people]), but even Congress has treated the Fourteenth Amendment as a mere statute. It is 

well known that the Constitution for the United States of America may not be amended by statute. [Article V, 

Constitution for the United States of America]. It is presumable that Congress fully understands this fact. "An 

Act of Congress" Approved June 6, 1898,73 provides: 

. . . that the disability imposed by Section 3 of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution 

heretofore incurred is hereby removed. 



According to Marbury v. Madison,74 either the Constitution is the supreme and paramount law, unchangeable 

by mere legislative enactment, or it is a futile attempt by the people to control their government. Either the 

Fourteenth Amendment has no more standing than a statute or it violates the principles of government proposed 

by the original Constitution by allowing Congress to change its provisions by its own legislative authority. [See 

Rogers v. Bellei75 (Dissenting Opinion), as to Congress changing the intent of the Fourteenth Amendment by 

mere legislation]. This being the case, the Fourteenth Amendment must be something less than organic law. 

Ironically enough, Madison (the Defendant in Marbury v. Madison [supra.]) in the Constitutional Convention 

(while moving for the ratification of the Constitution by the people rather than the State legislatures) agreed that 

a legislature could not amend the organic law that put it into existence. 

William M. Meigs of the Philadelphia Bar, in "The Growth of the Constitution," [See: Vol. 8, Fed. Stat. Anno. 

reports Madison's views]: 

Madison thought the legislatures clearly incompetent (to ratify the United States Constitution) for the very 

changes proposed would make essential inroads on the State Constitution, and a legislature cannot change the 

Constitution under which it exists. - 8 Fed. Stat. Anno. 243. 

On this (and other basis), the Constitution for the United States of America was ratified by "Conventions of the 

People" of the States rather than the State legislatures. This raises another important question: "Were (or are) 

the State legislatures competent to ratify Amendments to the Constitution (such as the Fourteenth Amendment) 

which effectually changed the State Constitution by the inroads made into it?" 

Obviously the Constitutional Convention thought that the State legislatures are incompetent to ratify any 

organic law that adversely affected (changed) their State Constitutions. Therefore, this would appear to give 

further validity to the proposition that the State legislatures may only amend the Constitution for the United 

States of America according to Article V, thereof, when the purpose of the Amendment is to hold the United 

States government to the limits of its original powers. Ratification of any Amendment (which expands power of 

the United States government beyond its original limits) must therefore (by any theory) be ratified by 

"Conventions of the People" of the class mentioned in the Preamble in their respective States. 

NOTE: The Thirteenth, Fourteenth, and Fifteenth Amendments were not ratified by Conventions of the people 

and thus those Amendments undermined the States' Constitutions by depriving both the governments of the 

several States and the sovereign people of a great deal of their powers (by purporting to transfer power to the 

national government). 

It must also be noted: 

There is no sounder rule of interpretation (of the Constitution) than that which requires us (the court) to look at 

the whole of an instrument, before we (the court) determine a question of construction of any particular part... - 

U.S. v. Morris, (1851) 26 Fed. Cas. No. 15,815; See also Madison in The Federalist, No. 41 and 8 Fed. Stat. 

Anno. 253. 

Could this be why there are great efforts being put forth to call a "Constitutional Convention" for the purpose of 

giving final validity to these usurpatious "Acts" of American legislators? 

Regardless of this fact, it is obvious that the northern usurpation of the Constitution for the United States of 

America favoring international [interracial] law was to be protected from southern resistance by martial law. By 

Section Three of the Fourteenth Amendment, the Congress would be allowed to decide when the principles of 

the Preamble were dead and when those who maintained those principles were also dead (or when they were no 

longer a threat to these usurpatious "Acts" against our Constitution). 



Considering the weight of the evidence that the Fourteenth Amendment is of martial law jurisdiction, we can 

begin to understand why it was thought that Congress might repeal the disabilities of Section Three without a 

Constitutional Amendment (outside of the scope of Article I, Section 8, Clause 18, Constitution for the United 

States of America). 

Over the years, the people have had a great deal of trouble accessing the judicial power of the courts. Since 

martial law suspends the judicial power (along with other regular powers of government), this is quite 

understandable. Congress' power is (practically speaking) "unlimited" where the regulation of courts subjected 

to martial law rule are concerned. Therefore, why would Congress think that their power over the martial law 

measures (in general), is limited to the Constitution (especially since Congress claimed power under martial law 

with the power Clauses of the Thirteenth, Fourteenth, and Fifteenth Amendments)?76 

A known maxim to the Common Law is that it supersedes the military power. The framers of our national 

Constitution understood this principle when they limited Congressional power to make military appropriations 

to a maximum term of two years.77 Many Constitutions of the several States also make this clear by requiring 

the military power to "bear arms" to remain subordinate to the civil power. 

For example: 

The people shall have the right to bear arms for the defense (sic) of themselves, and the State, but the Military 

power shall be kept in strict subordination of the civil power. - Oregon Constitution, (1859) Article I, Section 

27. 

The second Article in Amendment also makes the subordination of the military power to the will of the people 

clear. 

Some say we did not adopt the whole of the common law of England. This is true to a certain extent. We did not 

adopt the monarchy and the feudal law of England. We did adopt so much of the common law as was intended 

by the Framers of the Constitution and those who ratified it. By the ninth Article in Amendment, it is clear that 

all rights known to Englishmen were adopted and were to be retained by the people. In addition, "the people" 

also assumed unto themselves the powers of sovereignty (and the rights related thereto) as clearly indicated by 

the tenth Article in Amendment to the Federal Constitution. This is the American common-law. 

In the Declaration of Rights and Resolves [1774] (as well as the Declaration of Independence [1776]), some of 

the men who framed the Constitution complained of the force uses by the King of England that resulted in the 

loss of trial by jury and violation of other many rights now known to be protected by the Bill of Rights. At that 

time of American history, the King of England was already using military force (martial law) to govern the 

Colonies to deprive Americans of their rights. 

Therefore, it cannot be presumed that Congress never had the power to use martial law of any form to govern 

within the several States. 

FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT - SECTION FOUR 

Next is Section 4 of the Fourteenth Amendment. 

The validity of the public debt of the United States, authorized by law, including debts incurred for payment of 

pensions and bounties for services in suppressing insurrection or rebellion, shall not be questioned. But neither 

the United States nor any state shall assume or pay any debt or obligation incurred in aid of insurrection or 

rebellion against the United States, or any claim for the loss or emancipation of any slave; but all such debts, 

obligations and claims shall be held illegal and void. - Fourteenth Amendment, Section 4, United States 

Constitution. 



As previously in this exposé, we will continue to dissect the Fourteenth Amendment with a view to its legal 

effects, sentence by sentence, continuing with the remaining portion of Section Four and going on through 

Section Five. 

The first sentence of Section Four provides: 

The validity of the public debt of the United States, authorized by law, including debts incurred for payment of 

pensions and bounties for services in suppressing insurrection or rebellion, shall not be questioned. - Fourteenth 

Amendment, Section Four. 

For years, several individuals have been questioning the issue and the use of paper money by the national 

government. Of course, we know that the main medium which plagues us is the Federal Reserve Note, but in 

our zeal to uphold the original intent and purpose of our Constitution, these individuals have made a fatal error - 

they have ignored this provision of the Fourteenth Amendment. 

The arguments that have been used against these "Bills of Credit" have always focused on Article I, Section 8, 

Constitution for the United States of America. For instance, we know that Congress is empowered to Coin 

money, not print it. 

The Congress shall have Power . . . To coin Money, regulate the Value thereof, and of foreign Coin, and fix the 

Standard of Weights and Measures; - Article I, Section 8, Clause 5, Const. for the U.S. of A. 

Under this Clause, the Congress fixed the unit of measure for money coined by the United States at 416 grains 

of standard Silver (Legal Tender Cases78), calling the unit of measure a "dollar." This made the dollar's Silver a 

standard by which all other money ("foreign" as well as "domestic") would be measured. As a result, there is no 

such thing as a gold standard in the United States. Congress has the power to change the weight of a gold dollar 

without affecting the standard in Silver. In fact, the Congress is duty bound to change the gold coin when it no 

longer reflects a true comparative value to the standard (a dollar's Silver). 

Consequently, legislation can be found (prior to the adoption of the Fourteenth Amendment) changing the 

amount of gold contained in a gold dollar. Don't forget that the term: "dollar" reflects a unit of Silver. When the 

term: "dollar" is used with respect to gold, it becomes a comparative term between the value of Gold and Silver 

(with Silver being the constant and Gold [in a sense] being given a respective value according to true economic 

conditions). 

The only way that one could avoid being compelled to accept a gold dollar of lessor weight for the completion 

of contracts was to make specific reference to the weight of Gold to be transferred for payment, thus treating the 

Gold as a "commodity" rather than a monetary unit for purposes of the specific Contract. [Legal Tender 

Cases,79]. 

Although Congress had this power (concerning gold currency), Congress cannot be deemed to have power to 

pass legislation which intended to reflect other than the parity between the standard of measure (dollars silver) 

and the gold dollar. To do so, would be to deprive those contracting in gold dollars of property without due 

process of law in that they could not recover the true intrinsic value of their Contracts. This would violate the 

fourth Article in Amendment by seizing property without warrant or probable cause upon Oath or Affirmation, 

and would violate the fifth Article in Amendment by either taking private property for public use without just 

compensation or by depriving property without due process of law. 

The question is: "Can the Congress issue paper and declare it to have an unrelated value in gold or silver, or can 

it issue the same without redemption and force these "Bills of Credit" to circulate among private Citizens by 

operation of law?" There is sufficient authority in the original Constitution to show that Congress was never 

intended to exercise such a power, or at least, not to exercise its power in such a way. 



In the Constitutional Convention, Sherman (in relation to Article I, Section 10, [Const. for the U.S. of A.]) said 

that: "He thought this was a favorable moment for crushing paper money."80 This was an extension of the 

Convention's "determination to prevent the evils of paper money, already manifested by striking out from the 

powers of Congress the power to 'emit bills on the credit of the United States'."81 

It should be noted that only the States were directly prohibited from interfering in the Obligation of Contracts. 

During the House and Senate debates on H.J.R. 192 of June 5, 1933, this prohibition was brought into view and 

it was answered that the prohibition did not apply to the federal government. While this may be true, the fourth 

and fifth Articles in Amendment of the Bill of Rights accomplish the same thing by prohibiting the seizure of 

property without warrant or the deprivation of property without due process of law. A man has property in his 

Contracts and if the "Obligations of Contract" are interfered with, then that property is deprived of the parties to 

the Contract. If this deprivation takes place without proper judicial proceedings conducted within the limitations 

of the Bill of Rights, the taking of property is without authority of law. 

When the question of "Bills of Credit" (in relation to the powers of Congress) was raised in the Convention, the 

power was offered with the Clause: "to borrow money on the credit of the United States." Governor Morris 

moved to strike out the words "and emit bills on the credit of the United States." Madison thought it would be 

enough to prohibit them from being made a tender. Ellsworth thought this a favorable moment to bar the door 

against paper money. Read that the words (if not struck out) would be "as alarming as the mark of the beast in 

Revelation." On this basis, the words were struck out by nine States to two.82 

It is obvious from the Convention (as well as the powers granted to Congress concerning coinage of money and 

borrowing of money on the credit of the United States) that no direct or implied power was given to Congress to 

force circulation of its evidences of debt as a currency. While Congress has the power to borrow money on the 

credit of the United States, the Congress has no power to force any one to lend to the government (much less the 

power to spend "debt" into circulation) without the intention of repayment whatsoever (as in the case of Federal 

Reserve Notes ["Promises to pay" are not "payment"]). 

As a result of the money (credit) question (raised by the Fourth Section of the Fourteenth Amendment), we find 

it necessary to review the Legal Tender Cases. For the most part, those cases were decided during and after the 

Civil War Reconstruction period when martial law was in full bloom in the United States. By looking at these 

cases in this new light, much can be gained in the way of understanding the money issue (as well as the 

Constitution in general). 

From the Legal Tender Cases, we first see that the supreme court of the United States initially declared the legal 

tender statutes of February 25th, 1862, July 11th, 1862, and March 3rd, 1863, to be upheld as: "War measures, 

exceptional in their character, not authorized by any express grant of the power to Congress contained in the 

Constitution, but as not prohibited by its terms, and as justified in view of the great public exigencies which 

required their adoption."83 In other words, paper money was declared legitimate as "martial law money" (an 

emergency war measure). 

The supreme court in Thorington v. Smith,84 (in an Opinion dealing with Judgments of the Confederate courts 

[relating to property in dispute in that case]) made a statement that is applicable to this early decision favoring 

legal tender laws made during the hostilities of the Civil War. The court said in Thorington: 

But such a judgment, in such a time, has little authority. 

Although this was said in relation to Confederate Judgments, the principle still applies. In times of war (during 

imposition of martial law), the will to win and martial law may override all true logic (even down to the 

principles of the organic law). 



It appears that the supreme court held to this principle in the case of Hepburn v. Griswald,85 In Hepburn 

(supra.), the supreme court reasoned that the exigency which allowed the legal tender character to be accorded 

to the Civil War "Greenbacks" was over, thus the conditions which implied the power (to make them legal 

tender) had ended. Thus the law could no longer be held "constitutional" as in the past. 

The dissenting Opinion of the Chief Justice in a later legal tender case reports the holding of the Hepburn court: 

The majority of the court as then constituted, five judges to eight, felt obliged to conclude that an act making 

mere promises to pay dollars a legal tender in payments of debts previously contracted is not a means 

appropriate, plainly adapted, really calculated to carry into effect any express power vested in Congress, is 

inconsistent with the spirit of the Constitution, and is prohibited by the Constitution. - Legal Tender Case, 

(1870) 12 Wall. 571, (supra.) 

The Opinion of Hepburn was ordered to be published on January 29th, 1870, and was decided in Conference on 

November 27th, 1870. 

The action of Congress in passage of the first Legal Tender Act was . . . placed distinctly upon the ground of the 

existing imperative need of government, and the legal tender clause was urged and adopted as a war measure. 

[martial law]. - Julliard v. Greenman, (1884) 110 U.S. 421; 425, 4 S.Ct. 122; 28 L.Ed. 204. 

As many of us know, this is not the first time that the government has claimed certain implied powers as an 

expedient of war or some other emergency. Martial law measures have consistently been imposed under the 

guise of "emergencies" of all kinds (Roosevelt being the greatest offender since Lincoln). The Hepburn court 

(without directly overruling its previous judgment upholding the Legal Tender Acts) merely declared that the 

exigency no longer existed and that continued enforcement of the statute must be declared unconstitutional. 

After the Hepburn ruling, the United States Attorney General in the cases of Knox v. Lee, and Parker v. 

Davis,86 moved to be heard on the Hepburn question (Julliard v. Greenman, [supra.]87). These cases were 

heard almost a year after the Hepburn case, with the court reconstituted. Congress had passed an "Act" allowing 

for an additional Justice and one of the Justices concurring in the Hepburn case had retired. These are the 

conditions under which the question was reheard. 

Although the Concurring Justices in the Hepburn case had not changed their Opinion, the legal tender Clauses 

were upheld (five Justices to four) thus overturning Hepburn v. Griswald directly. Many have said this was a 

packed court, and this may be true. But the court wasn't packed merely to overturn Hepburn, rather, it was 

packed to assure that the recent (and most controversial) Fourteenth Amendment would be upheld in its 

entirety. The legal tender question (as we will see) was merely an incident of the Fourteenth Amendment 

because of the words of Section Four. 

In 1870 (December), the reconstituted court (for the most part) claimed to base its ruling overturning Hepburn 

on the grounds laid out in the Dissenting Opinion of the Hepburn case. The only real difference in the Opinions 

of the Hepburn court and this later legal tender case (Knox and Parker88) was that the Dissenting Opinion of 

Hepburn became the Concurring Opinion of Knox and Parker, and the Concurring Opinion of Hepburn became 

the Dissenting Opinion of Knox and Parker. 

It was noted by the Dissenting Opinion of Justice Field (12 Wall. 634), that the court failed to give any reason 

for overturning Hepburn. The question arises, with the turmoil and flat disloyalty and usurpations involved in 

adoption of the Fourteenth Amendment still remaining vivid in 1870: "Did the court dare go to the 4th Section 

of the Fourteenth Amendment for the additional law it needed to justify such an upset in the supreme court?" 

(Note: the Fourteenth Amendment was never touted as an Amendment that would allow Congress a legal tender 

power to force paper money on American Citizens). Justice Field begins his dissent: 



Nothing has been heard from counsel in these cases, and nothing from the present majority of the court, which 

has created a doubt in the mind of the correctness of the judgment rendered in the case of Hepburn v. Griswold, 

or of the conclusions expressed in the opinion of the majority of the court as then constituted. That judgment 

was reached only after repeated arguments were heard from able and eminent counsel, and after every point 

raised on either side had been the subject of extended deliberation. - Legal Tender Cases, 12 Wall. 634. 

Obviously, no one had the courage to directly raise the Fourteenth Amendment in defense of the legal tender 

statutes. And in fact, you will not find any direct reference to it in the Arguments of Counsel or the Majority 

Opinion of Knox and Parker, (supra.). Had the case turned on this point, there may have been another Civil War 

spilling more blood than the last. 

While we do not wish to go into great detail about the "Concurring" and "Dissenting Opinions" in these cases, 

the court did say some things that we will find important to this discussion. 

A study of the history of the Fourteenth Amendment clearly reveals the injustice done by the Amendment (as 

well as the injustice done to obtain assent of the States to adopt it). 

The court in Knox and Parker admits that Congress, (by its legal tender laws, if declared unconstitutional) has 

done a disastrous thing: 

Indeed, legal tender treasury notes have become the universal measure of values. If now, by our decision, it be 

established that these debts and obligations can be discharged only by gold coin; it, contrary to the expectations 

of the parties to these contracts, legal tender notes are rendered unavailable, the government has become an 

instrument of the grossest injustice. - Legal Tender Cases, 12 Wall. 530. 

By the legal tender law, itself, the government had become the instrument of gross injustice to the rights of 

parties who had contracted for specie payments, now the court is worried that the injustice really done will be 

revealed. Congress also was worried about this, and that is why we have a provision in the Fourteenth 

Amendment disallowing any question of the "validity of the public debt," that is, the validity of Congress' 

action. If no one can question this action, then how can the injustice be revealed? 

It is further said by the court: 

It is incumbent upon those who affirm the unconstitutionality of an act of Congress to show clearly that it is in 

violation of the provisions of the Constitution. - Legal Tender Cases 12 Wall. 531. 

It must be noted that the litigants against paper money never addressed the validity of the Fourth Section of the 

Fourteenth Amendment. No one contested the constitutionality of the Fourth Section, and while the court 

alluded to its principles, direct reference to it is avoided like the plague. 

Throughout all the legal tender cases, the Justices in opposition to legal tender present a most compelling legal 

argument (as well as historical facts and motives of the framers and the people of the States as references to 

show that Congress had no power to enact a legal tender law making paper acceptable as money [as ruled in 

Hepburn v. Griswald]). 

If looking only at the original organic law (as the Hepburn court did), these arguments are absolutely valid. But 

we must remember that we are not dealing only with the original organic law (and neither was the supreme 

court after the unconstitutional adoption of the Fourteenth Amendment). The Fourteenth Amendment is claimed 

to be a part of the organic law, no matter how false or erroneous that assumption may be. Also, in reviewing 

these legal tender decisions, don't forget that the supreme court is always "on notice" of the Constitution in its 

entirety, whether they mention any of its specific provisions or not in their Opinions. 



If four supreme court Justices won't be heeded when relating the true history and meaning of our original 

Constitution, where can we expect to prove our point merely on the same grounds they raised, without 

dissuading the effect of subsequent (so-called) Amendments. This is exactly what we have done, but not as well 

as Justice Field and his fellow dissenting Justices. It seems like a very futile attempt. All that could be said in 

the supreme court (about the original Constitution) in relation to paper money has been said by its own Justices, 

with one exception; the relationship that the Fourteenth Amendment bears to the subject and the fact that the 

Fourteenth Amendment is a mere fiction, not a part of the Constitution. This question has not been raised. We 

must answer the question posed by Justice Field: What allowed Hepburn to be overturned? 

Let us look at some of the things said by the litigants and the court in upholding the legal tender law. If we are 

right about the implications of the Fourth Section of the Fourteenth Amendment, then some reference must have 

been made to it, even if only indirectly. 

You might say that the validity of the public debt has nothing to do with paper currency, or currency in general. 

The Attorney General of the United States (in arguing for paper money) disagrees: 

There is a kinship between the borrowing of money and the issuing of a currency made valuable by being 

invested with all the facilities of money, in evidence of that borrowing. - Legal Tender Cases, 12 Wall. 526. 

Interestingly enough, no reference is made to the Fourteenth Amendment by the Attorney General when this 

statement was made (while the language relates directly to provisions of the Fourth Section). 

A decent respect for a co-ordinate branch of government demands that the judiciary should presume, until the 

contrary is clearly show, that there has been no transgression of power of Congress . . . - Legal Tender Cases, 12 

Wall 531. 

Remember, new power was conferred upon Congress, more plenary in its character than ever before, with 

exception of the Thirteenth Amendment (as you will see in our discussion of the Fifth Section of the Fourteenth 

Amendment, [infra.]). 

In speaking of the powers of Congress: 

It is allowable to group together any number of them and infer from them all that the power claimed has been 

conferred. - Legal Tender Cases, 12 Wall. 534. 

What about the new power of the Fourteenth Amendment? The court admits that the Bill of Rights was intended 

to curtail those questionable powers of Congress that may be implied, "these Amendments are denials of power" 

(Legal Tender Cases89); and refers to the Preamble of the Bill of Rights as setting that standard. This will be 

further discussed with reference to who is competent to amend the Constitution and under what conditions. But 

right after the court says this (for the most part) the Bill of Rights is disregarded. Why does the Fourteenth 

Amendment supersede the Bill of Rights where the power exercised is a direct power conferred after their 

adoption? Answer: "The limitations of the Bill of Rights are common-law principles, while the Fourteenth 

Amendment is martial law." When "martial law" is put into effect, it is used to suspend the common law, 

rightfully or otherwise, and therefore supersedes it. 

From the standpoint of constitutional construction: 

If there be any conflict between an Amendment and a provision of the original Constitution, the provision found 

in the Amendment must control, under the rule that the last expression of the will of the lawmaker prevails over 

an earlier one - 9 Fed. Stat. Anno. 255. 



This also raises the question: "Who is the lawmaker if there is to be a change in the members of the sovereign 

body?" Is it not the sovereign body itself, rather than their creations (State legislatures or Congress)? 

It is said that the Congress has power to borrow on the credit of the United States, and the power to emit "bills 

of credit" is incident to that power. But the court relates that when the legal tender laws were passed, it was the 

fact that the credit of the United States had run out which caused the exigency (emergency) requiring a legal 

tender law. 

Meanwhile the public treasury was nearly empty, and the credit of the government, if not stretched to its utmost 

tension, had become nearly exhausted . . . - Legal Tender Cases, 12 Wall. 541 (Concurring Opinion) 

If the credit is exhausted, where is their power to borrow on the credit or any implied power under it? But, this 

is not true if the validity of the debt cannot be questioned (Fourteenth Amendment, Section Four). 

The basic reasoning of the concurring court in Knox and Parker90 was that Congress has the power to declare 

war and repel insurrection (powers of martial law); from this power is the implied power to make war or the 

power to execute such war (implied powers of martial law); coupled with the war powers (martial law powers) 

is the power to borrow money on the credit of the United States; when the credit of the United States runs out or 

is short, an emergency exists (an excuse for imposition of martial law measures) and, under the war powers, 

loans may be forced. Under this implied power to enforce loans, the government may issue "bills of credit" 

evidencing the debt and force their acceptance by declaring them "legal tender." Here we see an implication of 

power not directly given (in its fourth generation of implication) all justified under the power of "martial law." 

This is stretching things to say the least, and we have already discussed the borrowing power being extinguished 

when the credit of the United States becomes none existent. The consequence of a marriage between the war 

powers and emergency borrowing when there is no credit to borrow against is legal tender paper money, which 

would be better called "martial law money." 

Basically, the power exercised in legal tender was a military power (martial law power) and when we go back to 

the Hepburn case, we see that to be true according to the supreme court. Now with the war over, wherein could 

the implied martial law powers rest? They had no basis, this was the decision of Hepburn. 

It becomes obvious that Congress needed a new direct grant of power to enforce the legal tender laws. Thus the 

Fourth Section of the Fourteenth Amendment was purposed to maintain the validity of the public debt, leaving 

the Bills of Credit issued as evidence of that debt valid (under an implied power derived from a new source). 

Therefore, the Fourth Section of the Fourteenth Amendment was intended to imply the power to make them 

(Greenbacks) a legal tender to maintain the validity of the debt from another source. Nonetheless, the martial 

law nature and origin of the debt and its currency (legal tender) cannot be doubted. It is clearly stated in the 

Fourth Section of the Fourteenth Amendment. 

By the Fourth Section of the Fourteenth Amendment, Congress claims a new direct power as a basis for implied 

powers that could not lawfully be used except by necessity of military exigency. The Fourteenth Amendment is 

an extension of the Congress' military (martial law) power over the entire United States, not confined by any of 

the Clauses of the original Constitution for the United States of America (if the Fourteenth Amendment is fact 

instead of fiction). 

Look at what is alleged to have started the Civil War. Allegedly, a shot was fired on Fort Sumter. Congress has 

full power under Article I, Section 8, Clause 17 to govern Forts, and it could truly be said that an insurrection 

had been done against not one of the United States, but against the property under control of the Congress of the 

United States. Congress (claiming its martial law "power to declare war," "suppress insurrections" and "repel 

invasions") imposed martial law on the United States and never discontinued it. The result was an extension of 

military and municipal jurisdiction of Congress. But where is the evidence of this? Look at the Thirteenth 

Amendment, the Civil Rights Acts, the Legal Tender Laws, the Fourteenth Amendment, etc., etc., etc.. 



The fact that Congress did not merely extend its coinage power over currency is clearly admitted by the court: 

. . . nor do we assert that Congress may make anything which has no value money. - Legal Tender Cases, 12 

Wall. 553. (Concurring Opinion) 

Paper "money" isn't issued under the money powers of Congress, but under the military power (in conjunction 

with the borrowing power) and this power is not the original power under the original Constitution, but a new 

and different power of martial law rule under the Fourth Section of the Fourteenth Amendment. 

The original borrowing power is only solvent when the credit of the United States is intact. Section 4 of the 

Fourteenth Amendment confers authority beyond that known to the borrowing power of Article I, Section 8, 

Clause 3 which is obvious since it also relates to the validity of the public debt and consequently borrowing to 

create that debt. 

In reference to the federal and national characters of the U.S. Government, Justice Bradley says  

it is a national power that prevents the States from seceding from the Union." (Ibid. at 555). When this power is 

exercised in prevention of insurrection (as in the Civil War), it is a national power, and any powers implied by 

its exigencies are also national powers. In this case, we are clearly talking about the national power of martial 

law. 

The Fourteenth Amendment is an extension of national military powers presently used in a municipal character 

and enforced by municipal laws, stretched far beyond their original limitations and enforced in Article I 

Tribunals. See the discussion of Section Five of the Fourteenth, (infra.) concerning Article I Tribunals. 

The court even had the nerve to go to the taxing power of Congress to draw certain implications about 

Congress' power. We know the lawful bounds of the taxing power originally conferred are "uniformity" and 

"apportionment." Ben Franklin referred to paper money as imposing "a kind of imperceptible tax". (See 

"Concurring Opinion" of Justice Bradley, Legal Tender Cases /91). Without the Fourteenth Amendment, how 

would such taxation be lawful? Don't forget the Fourteenth Amendment is considered the last word on the 

subjects with which it deals. 

In 1884, the case of Julliard v. Greenman92 again raised the legal tender issue. Up to this point, no one 

mentioned the Fourteenth Amendment in legal tender litigation (at least as far as we have found). Twenty-six 

years after the Fourteenth Amendment, the Plaintiff in Error in Julliard v. Greenman finally makes reference to 

it: 

The forced loans of 1862 and 1863, in the form of legal tender notes, were vital forces in the struggle for 

national supremacy. They formed a part of the public debt of the United States, the validity of which is 

solemnly established by the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution. - Julliard v. Greenman, 110 US 432. 

The Fourteenth Amendment was further alluded to by the Plaintiff in Error: 

The question of the constitutionality of an act of Congress, as well as the question of its construction, must be 

considered in the light of the history of the time when it was enacted. - Julliard v. Greenman, 110 US 430. 

Is this also not true of an Amendment to the Constitution? 

And whenever the power sought to be exercised depends, or must be predicated, upon a given state of facts, the 

existence of the power is a judicial question to be determined upon the facts. - Ibid. 



And, after alluding to cases which support this principle in development of the martial law jurisdiction (wherein 

the law of the Fourteenth Amendment lies); he goes on to say: 

The same doctrine is maintained in the Slaughter-House Cases.93 - Ibid. 

The Slaughter-House cases are adjudications of civil rights protected by the Fourteenth Amendment, and are 

consistent with the other cases cited by the Plaintiff in Error. 

Then at the end of the page 430, the truth really comes out: 

The exercise of jurisdiction by a court or a legislature assumes the existence of the jurisdiction in the tribunal or 

body exercising it. - Ibid. 

What is really being said here? The Fourteenth Amendment has been here, and the Congress has been allowed 

to exercise jurisdiction under it for some 26 years, therefore, it must be assumed to exist. Even the court upheld 

this jurisdiction in the Slaughter-House cases, there is no inconsistency here. 

It appears that the Plaintiff in Error in Julliard understood exactly what he was talking about, especially when he 

says the Fourteenth Amendment makes the public debt unquestionable in the same argument. 

Of course, the Julliard court again gives the same arguments in favor of legal tender notes, (as had been given in 

the past). Again, this argument seems to be lacking in something to give it validity. A close look at the Opinion 

again reveals the court alluding to the principles of the Fourteenth Amendment to uphold its position and Justice 

Field "Dissents" with the same argument as he, and his like minded Associates had used in the past, still failing 

to convince the majority of the court. 

These, the arguments of Justice Field (and many more arguments) have been offered against paper money. 

Consistently, these arguments have met with little success even when they are valid arguments under the 

original Constitution of the United States. 

The problem is that Congress has claimed a new power through the Fourteenth Amendment. We have been 

missing the point all along. Our attention has been focused upon the original Constitution and away from those 

Amendments that are designed to destroy our original concept of government. By Amendment, it is said: "The 

validity of the public debt . . . shall not be questioned". If no one is allowed to question the public debt, then 

how can anyone question the "Notes" representing that debt or the enactments of the legislature forcing us to 

accept it. We can not even question Congress' adoption of the immoral principle of "I'd rather owe you than 

cheat you out of it". 

From this we see that the only reason for this Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment was to (ex post facto) give 

validity to "Martial Law Acts" (not authorized by the Constitution) and to prevent the people from contesting 

those unauthorized "Acts" of martial law. 

Why have we not been able to prevent the increase of the national debt? Because, we have no right to question 

the validity of the debt in court as long as the Fourteenth Amendment is considered to be a valid Amendment to 

the Constitution, (which it isn't). First, we must attack the Fourteenth Amendment as "unconstitutional" before 

any of the otherwise valid arguments against paper money will have any effect. We have not been making the 

wrong arguments, we just haven't directed them against the perversions of our organic law. 

Why do we have the Federal Reserve Corporation? If the Congress is claiming a power to create an 

unquestionable public debt, then they will also claim the right to exercise that power through any agent they 

wish, especially when that agent simplifies the process of imposing the debt and increasing it. Congress may 

claim this power under guise of the "necessary and proper" Clause of Article I, Section 8, Clause 18, but all of 



us will know that the power actually lies under the Fourteenth Amendment, Section Five, "the power to enforce 

this Amendment by appropriate legislation." 

The Civil War Congress not only wanted to protect the "Greenbacks" in circulation after the Civil War, but it 

wanted to make provision for a new and increasing debt. Notice the words: "including debts incurred . . . in 

suppressing insurrection and rebellion . . .". Had Congress only intended to protect the "Greenbacks" of the 

Civil War, these would have been the only debts protected. Instead, the Congress also included the public debt 

(in general) allowing the inclusion of any debt enacted by Congress. If you wish to study the Legal Tender 

Cases further, here are some authorities: 

• Houston v. Moore, (1820) 18 U.S. (5 Wheat.) 1, 49; 5 L.Ed. 19. 

• Briscoe v. Bank of Commonwealth of Kentucky, (1837)36 U.S (11 Pet.) 257, 9 L.Ed. 709. 

• Lick v. Faulkner, (1864) 25 Cal. 405. 

• Thorington v. Smith, (1868) 8 Wall.1 (supra.). 

• Veazie Bank v. Fenno, (1869) 75 U.S. (8 Wall.) 533; 19 L.Ed. 482. 

• Legal Tender Cases, (1870)12 Wall. 457, (supra.). 

• Legal Tender Case, (1884) 110 U.S. 421, (supra.). 

It is clear from these cases that the Fourteenth Amendment is a continuation of military power (martial law) 

exercised by Congress during the Civil War and that paper money (legal tender) is martial law money. 

As previously stated in this exposé, we will continue to dissect the Fourteenth Amendment, with a view to its 

legal effects, sentence by sentence, continuing with the remaining portion of Section Four and going on through 

Section Five. 

Let us go to the next portion of the Fourth Section of the Fourteenth Amendment and see what relation it has to 

the first portion and the money issues we have faced. 

But neither the United States nor any state shall assume or pay any debt or obligation incurred in aid of 

insurrection or rebellion against the United States . . . 

One of the obvious intentions of these words, was to prevent the southern States from paying (and their 

creditors from collecting) debts incurred through participation in the Civil War. Thus, all those persons who had 

become the creditors to the southern States were deprived of property without due process of law. Such a 

deprivation of property by "Legislative Act" constitutes a "Bill of Attainder" and in its lesser form, a "Bill of 

Pains and Penalties." Congress, as well as the States, are prohibited from passing such "Acts" in Article I, 

Sections 9 and 10 of the United States Constitution. Further more, the "Act" is an "ex post facto law" punishing 

the act committed with a law enacted after commission of the act. 

This being true, how could power be claimed by Congress to amend the Constitution in this manner? And how 

could the State legislatures claim the power to ratify such an Amendment? 

This portion of the Fourth Section of the Fourteenth Amendment also acts as an "Indemnification Act" for the 

United States by making it impossible for any one to lay claims for the destruction committed by the armies of 

the United States while enforcing martial law upon the southern States. 

The final portion of the Fourth Section casts light on the money issue previously discussed as well as the issues 

of the aforementioned paragraph. 

But neither the United States nor any state shall assume or pay . . . any claim for the loss or emancipation of any 

slave; but all such debts, obligations and claims shall be held illegal and void. 



The enactment of Congress forcing the emancipation of the slaves, was a great loss of property to those who 

held them in subjection. The first emancipation of slaves was ordered by Proclamation of Abraham Lincoln, 

President, acting as Commander-in-Chief of the military forces of the United States (and was later claimed to be 

made perpetual by the Thirteenth Amendment). By operation of these enactments, property was taken and no 

compensation was offered and military force was used to enforce this deprivation of property. "Emancipation" 

was born out of martial law and survives under the power of martial law today. 

The fourth Article in Amendment makes such an unreasonable seizure of property (seizure of property without 

warrant issued upon "Oath" or "Affirmation") unconstitutional and prohibits Congress from legislating to this 

end. Similarly, the Constitutions of the States disable the State legislatures in the same respect. Neither the 

Congress nor the State legislatures had power to pass such legislation, whether in the form of an Amendment or 

a Statute. 

In addition, the fifth Article in Amendment prohibits the taking of property for public use without compensation 

and further prohibits the taking of property without due process of law. "Due process of law" requires a trial by 

jury in civil cases at common-law (seventh Article in Amendment) and an indictment and speedy public trial by 

an impartial jury of the State and District wherein the crime shall have been committed, and etc., with the right 

to subpoena witnesses and face your accusers in criminal cases (sixth Article in Amendment). Clearly, the 

members of Congress knew that they could not prevent claims "for the loss or emancipation of any slaves" from 

being successful in southern Courts. Also, the members of Congress clearly knew that southern Juries would 

uphold claims against the United States as well as the Confederate States for debts incurred and damages done 

by the Civil War. Instead of facing this fact, the members of Congress chose to usurp the law that would be 

enforced by Juries, that is, the Common-Law. 

Moreover, the States are prohibited from passing any law violating the "Obligation of Contracts" (Article I, 

Section 10, Constitution for the United States of America). Every man who holds property lawfully acquired 

usually has a "Bill of Sale" evidencing the transfer of ownership rights. The "Bill of Sale" is an executed 

Contract, and as such, is one of the few Contracts that has real standing at law. 

The courts of equity may "void" a Contract for "fraud" and other similar conditions; but no one has any power 

or right to interfere with valid Contracts and the property rights acquired under them. If the State can pass no 

such law, and the Constitution and its Amendments are law; from whence did the power come for the State 

legislatures to ratify such an Amendment? Martial Law is the only answer. 

As a result of this Section of the Fourteenth Amendment, litigation arose concerning confederate currency. The 

adjudication of these cases is of importance to our understanding of the issues concerning paper money. The 

confederate currency bears similarities to the Federal Reserve Note of today that cannot be ignored. 

Many have said that the use of Federal Reserve Notes gives rise to jurisdiction over the transaction for which 

they were used. The confederate currency (being designed by the southern States for all transactions therein 

[although never made a legal tender]) was considered to be: " . . . a currency imposed upon the community by 

irresistible force." [Branch v. Haas /94]. In Thorington v. Smith95 the supreme court said: 

They have no necessary relations to the hostile government, whether invading or insurgent. They are 

transactions in the ordinary course of civil society, and though they may indirectly and remotely promote the 

ends of the unlawful government, are without blame, except when proved to have been entered into with actual 

intent to further invasion or insurrection. 

This is also true of Federal Reserve Notes which are imposed by irresistible force on the normal course of life 

and business. Even more so, since the Federal Reserve Notes were declared "legal tender" from June 5, 1933 (as 

were their predecessors, the "Greenbacks"). 



In the same case, the court said: 

We cannot doubt that such contracts should be enforced in the courts of the United States after restoration of 

peace, to the extent of their just obligation. - Ibid. See also, 9 Fed. Stat. Anno. 237. 

Many have contested the obligations of private contracts on the basis of unlawful issuance of credit or the 

medium of exchange designated in the Contract. We have (through such Contracts) obtained "substance" with 

the credit issued (which indicates that a just obligation arose out of them). We will find ourselves hard pressed 

to abrogate such Contracts merely on the basis of currency designated: 

Transaction between individuals, which would be legal and binding under ordinary circumstances, cannot be 

pronounced illegal and of no obligation because done in conformity with laws enacted or directions given by 

the usurping power. Between these extremes of lawful and unlawful there is a large variety of transactions to 

which it is difficult to apply strictly any general rule; but it may be safely said that transactions of the usurping 

authority, prejudicial to the interests of citizens of other states excluded by the insurrection and by the policy of 

the national government from the care and oversight of their own interests within the states in rebellion cannot 

be upheld in the courts of that government. 

So, only those transactions which are specifically intended to support the usurping power would be considered 

to have any connection with the usurpation. In the meantime, those transactions (private in nature) only made 

according to irresistible forces imposed upon the parties are without blame of the parties and binding to their 

just value. 

The bottom line is - the money issue is a very weak, if not a non-existent argument in relation to private 

Contracts. The Constitution applies to governments interaction with the citizen, but not to citizens interaction 

with one another. The use of the Federal Reserve Notes (imposed upon us by irresistible force) does not give 

rise to blame or attachment to the usurping authority. 

Although there may be one exception in the case of "Contracts" adjudicated in State courts. Under Article I, 

Section 10, Constitution for the United States of America, "no state shall make any Thing but gold and silver a 

tender in payment of debt" and therefore, it is doubtful that the State courts would have jurisdiction to enforce 

the Contracts (in the case were "Contracts" make something other than "gold" or "silver" a tender in payment in 

debt). Consequently, the State court could adjudicate the Obligation of the Contract for Federal Reserve Notes, 

but could not make a Judgment in that medium. This situation creates an interesting paradox when you demand 

that a State court define the medium of exchange in a Judgment on a (so-called) private Contract written in 

terms of legal tender. 

FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT - SECTION FIVE 

The final section of the Fourteenth Amendment (as reported in the reprints of the United States Constitution) 

claims to authorize: 

The Congress shall have power to enforce, by appropriate legislation, the provisions of this article. - Fourteenth 

Amendment, Section 5, United States Constitution. 

From the words: "of this article" it would appear to have little meaning. But an understanding of this Section 

will lead us to a greater understanding of this Amendment's repugnance to the original United States 

Constitution. We will also see its repugnance to the Constitutions of the several States and the incompetence of 

the legislative bodies which claimed authority to ratify it. 

We know that this provision is identical to Section Two of the Thirteenth Amendment (which is also of martial 

law origin). The import of Section Five of the Fourteenth Amendment, while being similar to Section Two of 



the Thirteenth Amendment in some respects, is much different in other respects. The reason is that the power 

Clause of each Amendment (while conducive to the same end) put different powers into force, and when put 

into force, they apply to different objects. 

The Thirteenth Amendment was specially designed to operate directly against the Citizen holding Negroes in 

subjection. It directly removed property, or property rights, from the hands of the Citizen mentioned in the 

Preamble to the United States Constitution. As a result, the Thirteenth Amendment is construed to operate 

against individuals (in general) as is legislation made in pursuance thereof. This is not the case with the 

Fourteenth Amendment. 

We must not forget that the province and scope of the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Amendments are different; the 

former simply abolished slavery; the latter prohibited the status from abridging the privileges or immunities of 

citizens of the United States; from depriving them of life, liberty, or property without due process of law, and 

from denying to any the equal protection of the laws. The amendments are different, and the powers of 

Congress under them are different. What Congress has power to do under one, it may not have power to do 

under the other. Under the Thirteenth Amendment, it has only to do with slavery and its incidents. Under the 

Fourteenth Amendment, it has power to counteract and render nugatory all state laws and proceedings which 

have the effect to abridge any of the privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States, or to deprive them 

of life, liberty, or property without due process of law, or deny any of them the equal protection of the laws. 

Under the Thirteenth Amendment, the legislature, so far as necessary or proper to eradicate all forms and 

incidents of slavery and involuntary servitude, may be direct and primary, operating upon the acts of 

individuals, whether sanctioned by state legislation or not; under the Fourteenth, as we have already shown, it 

must necessarily be, and can only be, corrective in its character, addressed to counteract and afford relief against 

state regulations or proceedings. - Civil Rights Cases, (1883) 109 U.S. 3, 23; 3 S.Ct. 18; 27 L.Ed. 835.  

The Fourteenth Amendment operates against the States as a whole, that is, either against the different branches 

of state government, or the people (sovereign body) of each State, as a whole, when acting in their sovereign or 

legislative political capacity to create or enforce State law. 

Considering that Congress' powers are enumerated in Article I, Section 8, Constitution for the United States of 

America, it is reasonable to assume that Section Five of the Fourteenth Amendment is intended to give 

Congress new powers or to extend some existing power beyond the limits established by the original 

Constitution. In reference to the Fourteenth Amendment, the supreme court said: 

. . . It is the power of Congress which has been enlarged. . . . - Ex Parte, Virginia, (1879) 100 US 339, 344; 25 

L.Ed. 676; 9 Fed. Stat. Anno. 634. 

Not only did the supreme court say that Congress' power was enlarged, the supreme court also made it clear that 

it was only Congress' power that was enlarged and not that of the general government. 

All of the amendments derive much of their force from this latter provision. It is not said that the judicial power 

of the general government shall extend to enforce the prohibitions and to protecting the rights and immunities 

guaranteed. - Ex Parte, Virginia, (1879) 100 US 339, 344; 25 L.Ed. 676; Stat. Anno. 634. 

This raises a peculiar question in relation to this claimed expansion of power on the part of Congress. If the 

judicial power is not expanded by this provision, then, is a court (upon whom Congress confers jurisdiction) 

exercising "judicial power" or the power of the Congress when adjudicating Civil Rights cases? Any "so-called" 

court that enforces legislation under an Amendment with this (or a similar power Clause) is proceeding as an 

Article I legislative Tribunal of Congress, not as an Article III Judicial Court of the Constitution. 

We know from the Internal Revenue Code, Sec. 7441 that the U.S. Tax Court is what is known as an Article I 

(legislative) Court (tribunal). 



There is hereby established, under Article I of the Constitution of the United States, a court of record to be 

known as the United States Tax Court. The members of the Tax Court shall be the chief judge and the judges of 

the Tax Court. - 26 U.S.C. 7441 

We also know that an Article III court, that is, a court that actually exercises the judicial powers vested by 

Article III, can be created by Congress and vested with purely judicial power. 

Here we see that Congress exercises the power to create two different kinds of courts, however, only one is 

vested with the judicial powers known to Article III of the U.S. Constitution. How do these courts differ? And 

what power does an Article I Court depend upon or exercise? 

Once Congress has created an Article III court (and vested it with specific jurisdiction), it becomes independent 

of Congress. Its judges have perpetual term of office as long as they are in good behavior (Article III, Section 1) 

and its Judges may only be removed from office by impeachment (Article II, Section 4). The Judges of an 

Article III court may not have their compensation diminished during their term of office (Article III, Section 1). 

It is only the courts with these attributes which actually can exercise the judicial power of Article III of the U.S. 

Constitution and it is only these courts which can truly operate within the doctrine of separation of powers, a 

doctrine indispensable to our republican form of government. [Northern Pipe v. Marathon Pipe96]. 

Since the Officers of an Article III court may act without retribution for their actions, the court has both the 

power and the duty to lay statutory law next to the Constitution and see if the latter squares with the former, and 

if the statutory law does not conform to the Constitution it must be declared "null" and "void." [Marbury v. 

Madison97]. This being the attributes of an Article III court, the same must have been created by the power 

granted in Article III. 

The judicial power of the United States shall be vested in ... such inferior courts as the Congress may from time 

to time ordain and establish. - Article III, Section 1, Const. for U.S. of A. 

The words of this Clause give the courts thereunder the attribute of permanence by the words "ordained and 

established", that is, these courts have a fixed character and they are as perpetual as the Union itself. 

How does an Article I court differ in character when compared to an Article III court? And does an Article I 

court exercise the lawful judicial power of the United States? 

Article I contains another reference to Congress' power concerning what appear to be courts: 

The Congress shall have power . . . to constitute Tribunals inferior to the Supreme Court; - Article I, Section 8, 

Clause 9, Const. for U.S. of A. 

Notice the difference in wording between the Clause of Article I and the Clause of Article III. The latter makes 

reference to "courts" (inferior) to the "supreme court" while the former refers to "Tribunals" inferior to the 

"Supreme Court." Article III lays certain requirements on tenure of office, etc., while Article I lays no such 

requirements. So, in Article I we see the raw power of Congress (without respect to the limitations the 

Constitution) places upon the Article III judicial powers. When that power (judicial power) is exercised within 

the confines of Article III, it is said that the court created is a judicial body exercising a power separate from the 

legislature (which is the judicial power conferred and limited by Article III). It should be noted that as Article I 

makes reference to "Tribunals" inferior to the Supreme Court, the "Supreme Court" of Article I must also be a 

"Tribunal" and thus is not the same "supreme court" of that in Article III. 

It is interesting to note that the Federal Statutes Annotated, Volume 8, p. 633 (in discussing Article I, Section 8, 

Clause 9) only makes mention of Congress' power under Article I being used within the confines of Article III, 

that is, up to 1864. Yet, today, we have Tribunals known as Article I courts. It would seem logical then to 



deduce that in 1864 (or some time thereafter) Congress' power was extended in such a manner as to allow 

Tribunals to be created by the raw power of Congress without Article III limitations (and without the necessity 

of Article III altogether). The Fourteenth Amendment was allegedly ratified on July 9, 1868. In 1879, the 

supreme court ruled that only Congress' power was extended by the Amendment (14th). 

In relation to the Tax Court, Congress was allegedly vested with extended power in the area of taxation 

(Sixteenth Amendment), and consequently we have an Article I court with relation to the tax imposed under that 

Amendment. 

Another point must be looked at in reference to these questions. Congress has exclusive legislative power over 

the District of Columbia: 

The Congress shall have Power . . . To exercise exclusive Legislation in all Cases whatsoever, over such 

District (not exceeding ten Miles square) as may . . . become the Seat of the Government of the United States . . 

. - Article I, Section 8, Clause 17, Const. for U.S. of A. 

But this is not the power that is exercised by Congress under Martial Law Rule of the Civil War Amendments 

Congress also claims the power to legislate, in certain cases, by implication of powers specifically granted: 

The Congress shall have Power . . . To make all Laws which shall be necessary and proper in Execution of the 

foregoing power, and all other Powers vested by this Constitution in the Government of the United States, or in 

any Department or Officer thereof. - Article I, Section 8, Clause 18, Const. for U.S. of A. 

This also is not the power exercised by Congress under the martial law rule of the Civil War Amendments. This 

Clause requires legislation to be both "necessary" and "proper." The wording of Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 

(requiring Congress legislation to be "proper") leaves it in the hands of the judicial power to determine whether 

Congress action is "constitutional." On the other hand, the wording of the power Clauses of the Civil War 

Amendments (requiring "appropriate" legislation to enforce the Amendments) leaves it in the hands of Congress 

to determine what legislation is "appropriate" as a political consideration. Consequently, the courts of judicial 

power are prevented from determining the constitutionality of Congress' action under these power Clauses 

because judicial Courts have always claimed they cannot decide political questions without violating the 

separation of powers. Therefore, without challenging validity of the entire Amendment, we cannot challenge the 

Constitutional validity of any "Act" of Congress under the Amendment having this type of power Clause. 

Taking all this into consideration (along with the alleged extension of solely Congressional power authorized by 

Section Five of the Fourteenth Amendment) it could only be deduced that an Article I court, (created under this 

power) exercises legislative rather than judicial power. Remember, the power of the judiciary was not extended 

by Section Five. 

If an Article I court exercises only legislative power, then these courts apparently do not have the power (as 

does the Article III court) to lay a legislative enactment next to the Constitution and declare its validity or 

invalidity. This is the design of the Civil War Amendments and any other Amendment with a similar power 

Clause. Being in exercise of merely legislative power, the Article I court (tribunal) must follow the dictates of 

the legislature (Congress) and no other, because it is merely an extension of the legislature. 

How many times have you heard of Tax Court cases when the Tax Court has said either, the Constitution is 

inapplicable, or that a claim of Constitutional limitations is frivolous? This alone supports the aforementioned 

proposition. 



This indicates, in the area of the Thirteenth (and subsequent Amendments), that all power exercised under them 

is "legislative" and any body that exercises powers similar to those of Section Five of the Fourteenth 

Amendment, are merely extensions of the legislature. 

Now we see why the supreme court refers to the power Clause as an enlargement of power rather than a 

creation of new power. It is an enlargement because the extension of martial power is used in conjunction with 

previous powers initially conferred upon Congress. 

Going back to Congress' power under Article I, Section 8, Clause 18; look at what the government's own 

Publication says in relation to the judiciary in the District of Columbia. 

In the District of Columbia there is no division of powers between the general and local government. Congress 

has the entire control over the District for every purpose of government, and in organizing a judicial 

department, all judicial power necessary for the purpose of the government may be vested in the courts of 

justice of the District. - 8 Fed. Stat. Anno. 659. 

All judicial power? This conveys the fact the Congress may create courts in the District of Columbia under 

authority of Article I without reference to Article III (or any other provision of the original Constitution). So 

called Article I courts are "Tribunals." 

Congress has followed a similar scheme in the case of national Article I Tribunals and in the case of vesting 

Article III courts with the power of Article I Tribunals. This is why there has been some confusion. Some 

people believe the Congress has expanded its jurisdiction over the District of Columbia and its territories 

beyond the limitations of the Constitution into the several States. But this is in error. Congress has expanded its 

jurisdiction through the power of Martial Law and created a whole new venue, a regional venue. This is what 

"regionalism" is all about: 

The general restrictions of the Constitution which govern the exercise of jurisdiction by the courts of the United 

States within the several states of the Union have no operation in the District of Columbia, and the conditions of 

jurisdiction existing in the District make the provisions of section 1 of the Act of 1887, defining the jurisdiction 

of the circuit courts in districts within the several states, plainly inapplicable. General provisions of an Act of 

Congress not locally applicable are controlling under the provisions of Sec. 93, Rev. Stat. D.C. - Gilford Granite 

Co. v. Harrison Granite Co., 23 App. Cas. (DC) 22 (1903). 

Under the authority of Congress to make "municipal law" for the District of Columbia, Congress need not hold 

to the Constitution (as it must with respect to the several States) nor (it appears) even to the doctrine of 

"separation of powers" (which is inapplicable in the District of Columbia). A similar scheme is followed in the 

case of Martial Law "regionalism" (again creating the aforesaid confusion), the difference being that judicial 

courts are prevented from questioning the "Acts" of Congress under Martial Rule while in the District of 

Columbia (the judicial courts had the power to determine whether Congress had exceeded the limits of authority 

related to the District of Columbia). 

We know that the Fourteenth Amendment interferes with the sovereignty the several States retained prior to its 

alleged ratification. If this was a mere expansion of municipal power of the District of Columbia, the judicial 

courts would be able to adjudicate the constitutionality of the expansion of venue and jurisdiction. But this is 

not the case. The Fourteenth Amendment places prohibitions upon the States that never existed before (without 

reference to the District of Columbia or other territory of the United States) which said prohibitions encroach 

upon State sovereignty: 

The prohibitions of the Fourteenth Amendment are directed to the states and they are to a degree restrictions of 

state power. - 9 Fed. Stat. Anno. 631. 



Congress' power allegedly was extended into State sovereignty. Was Congress' municipal authority over the 

District of Columbia extended into the several States to create Article I courts in the States to enforce the 

Fourteenth Amendment? The power exercised is purely "legislative," not judicial, but it is not the power over 

the District of Columbia, it is national martial law power, (not limited by Constitutional provisions related to the 

District of Columbia or other territory appertaining to the United States). 

It's unquestionable that Congress conferred jurisdiction on the courts of the United States to hear Civil Rights 

cases. The power exercised (being purely Congressional) by any court which exercises jurisdiction pursuant to 

the Fourteenth Amendment, acts as an Article I Tribunal. You might say: "But Article III courts were vested 

with this (civil rights) jurisdiction." That may be true, but when an Article III court exercises "legislative 

power," it must act as a legislative Tribunal and is reduced to an Article I Tribunal for the adjudication of such 

cases. 

Either the Tribunal exercises the power of the legislature or it exercises the power of the judiciary as a court. 

The body (tribunal or court) cannot exercise both "legislative" and "judicial powers" simultaneously under the 

original Constitution and since only the power of Congress is allegedly enlarged by Section Five of the 

Fourteenth Amendment, a "Tribunal" cannot exercise both powers under this Clause either. 

Who can claim these Fourteenth Amendment protections and through whom is this national martial law power 

of Congress extended into the several States? 

Until some state law has been passed, or some state action through its officers or agents has been taken, adverse 

to the rights of citizens sought to be protected by the Fourteenth Amendment, no legislation of the United States 

under said amendment, nor any proceeding under such legislation, can be called into activity; ... the amendment 

was intended to provide against ... state laws or state action of some kind, adverse to the rights of the citizen 

secured by the amendment. - Civil Rights Cases, (1883) 109 U.S. 3, 13, 3 S.Ct. 18, 27 L.Ed. 835; 9 Fed. Stat. 

Anno. 631. 

"Non-whites" are protected by the Fourteenth Amendment. Therefore, Congress found these "persons" a fit 

instrument for spreading their Martial Law jurisdiction throughout the several States. The unfortunate part of 

this "for persons of color" is that they have been led to believe they are allowed to access the judicial power of 

the United States when the truth is that they have only been allowed to access the arbitrary power of Congress 

under the Civil War Amendments. This is why "persons of color" in the United States continue to feel that they 

have no rights, because they have no independent judicial power to protect them. 

Thus, Congress legislates between two or more races. A nation is a race or vice versa (Title: "Nation", 

Webster's Dictionary [1828]). Congress' legislation then is based on principles of "international law," and 

therefore is a form of international law for all intents and purposes. "Martial law" and "international law" work 

well together for Congressional purposes because they do not respect the authority of the Common-Law. 

The exercise of Martial Law jurisdiction within the several States, is the usurpation of the Common Law and 

subjects the sovereign body (white Citizenry) to a jurisdiction that has no right to exist within the States. 

Furthermore, since the Amendment (14th) only can invoke Congress' power (when involving those intended to 

be protected thereby, such as the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Amendments), white Citizens have no rights to sue 

under this Amendment. 

There is, of course, one exception to this rule. If a white Citizen acquires the same legal status (artificial 

character) as those protected by the Amendment (through the operation of some statutory law of Congress), 

then said white Citizen may be brought within the venue of the Amendment as a statutory (juristic) person. By 

this means, white Citizens birthrights become of no affect and their rights are reduced to the inferior character 

of statutory Civil Rights (mere legislative privileges). 



It must be remembered that the white Citizen obtaining this status will also be "subject to the jurisdiction 

thereof" (of the United States Congress) and can legally be regulated by the laws Congress passed under its 

Martial Law authority. Here the extension of municipal laws of Congress outside the boundaries set by the U.S. 

Constitution is complete. By this contrivance (and others emanating from the Fourteenth Amendment), the 

States have been reduced to mere administrative arms and provisional appendages of Congress and Congress' 

power has been extended to include the entirety of the United States. 

The difference between the white man holding citizenship intact according to the Preamble of the United States 

Constitution (and all others who claim protection under the Fourteenth Amendment), is the difference between a 

natural birthright known to the Common-Law (or privilege, or immunity, guaranteed by the original 

Constitution) and a "so called" right, privilege, or immunity, created by the Constitution and Statute (a privilege 

or immunity that never before existed for the party upon whom it was conferred by statute). The supreme court 

has recognized that Congress may protect both: 

A right or an immunity, whether created by the Constitution or only guaranteed by it, even without an express 

delegation of power, may be protected by Congress. - Strauder v. West Virginia, (1879) 100 US 303, 310, 25 

L.Ed. 664 reversing State v. Strauder, (1877) 11 W.Va. 745. 

But we would venture to say that a Citizen will find more protection in a "natural right" than a "privilege" 

conferred by Congress. The institution of government was inherently for the protection of natural rights 

(Preamble - U.S. Const.), while the granting of a privilege is merely at the tolerance of the sovereign body that 

created government and at the tolerance of the government the sovereign body created. The main point is, the 

courts have recognized that there are both "natural rights" and those "so called" rights artificially created by law 

(privileges). 

In fact, State common law (natural rights) seem to receive no protection. It should also be noted that where a 

State government has agreed to usurp its sovereign body (free white State Citizens) and show itself disloyal to 

them by passing legislation in conformance with the Fourteenth Amendment, Congress' power is extinguished. 

In this relation, the U.S. supreme court said: 

When the state has been guilty of no violation of its provisions; when it has not made or enforced any law 

abridging the privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States; when no one of its departments has 

deprived any person of life, liberty, or property without due process of law, or denied to any person within its 

jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws; when on the contrary, the laws of the state, are enacted by its 

legislative, and construed by its judicial, and administered by its executive departments recognize and protect 

the rights of all persons, the amendment imposes no duty and confers no power upon Congress. - U.S. v. Harris, 

(1882) 106 U.S. 629, 632, 1 S.Ct. 601, 27 L.Ed. 290. 

In other words, when State martial law is imposed within the State to enforce National martial law, Congress 

has no reason to exercise its martial law powers. 

If a State has conformed to the new Order, there is no need for Congress to intervene. And if a white Citizen has 

not obtained the standing of a former slave by petitioning Congress for admittance to venue and jurisdiction of 

the Fourteenth Amendment (i.e. statutory character of "person"), then Congress has no power over that 

individual under this Clause (Amend. 14, Sec. 5).98 

With all that has been said about the Fourteenth Amendment in this exposé, the ultimate question remains: "Is 

the Fourteenth Amendment a part of the United States?" Or, rather, "Is it constitutionally a part of our organic 

law?" 

The original Resolution which proposed the Fourteenth Amendment to the several States legislatures for 

ratification contained a Clause which does not appear in the reprints of the United States Constitution: 



Be it resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in Congress 

assembled, (two thirds of both Houses concurring). That the following Article be proposed to the legislatures of 

the several States as an Amendment to the Constitution of the United States, which, when ratified by three 

fourths of said legislatures, shall be valid as a part of the Constitution, namely: - Article XIV . . . - 14 Stat. 358 

(1866). 

In looking into the Constitutionality of this Amendment (14th), we must look to see who proposed it; who 

ratified it; and if the power was actually vested in those bodies by the people of the United States of America in 

national Constitution to lawfully do so. 

From the foregoing Preamble to the Resolution proposing the Fourteenth Amendment, we can see that Congress 

proposed it, and it was intended that the several States legislatures would ratify it. 

There is a great deal of recorded history that shows the unscrupulous way in which the ratification of the 

Fourteenth Amendment was achieved. The basic disloyalties, the martial law, and political usurpations that took 

place after the Civil War are revealed by history to be: 

• Military occupation of the several southern States under declaration by Congress, that the southern State 

governments were not valid, even though they had just been allowed to ratify the Thirteenth Amendment; 

• Franchisement of non-citizens (basically Negroes) into the body politic; 

• Disfranchisement of white Citizens (members of the sovereignty) from the body politic;Institution, through a 

military government, of predominantly Negro legislatures (while Negroes were not citizens); and 

• The ratification of the Fourteenth Amendment by these non-citizen legislatures in the southern States, after the 

lawful legislatures (which existed prior to military occupation) had rejected this same Amendment. 

There are no doubts that these are the historical facts. Let us now take a look at the legal side of the question. 

We know several things about the Fourteenth Amendment in relation to Congress and the prohibitions laid 

against Congress by the original Constitution for the United States of America, (including the Bill of Rights). 

We know what the Amendment was designed to do and that it does the following things: 

• It violates the Preamble, which defines the whole intent of all powers granted to Congress, by introducing a 

foreign member into the sovereign body. 

• It is an "ex post facto law" punishing Southerners in many ways for acts not necessarily illegal at the time of 

their commission. 

• It is a "bill of attainder" (in its lesser form of a "bill of pains and penalties") depriving all southern slave 

holders of property without trial. 

• It deprived Southerners of property by unreasonable seizure and without just compensation, bringing Congress 

beyond limitations set out by the Fourth and Fifth Articles in Amendment (Bill of Rights). 

• It lays prohibitions upon the States beyond those known to the original Constitution of the United States and 

makes inroads upon the Constitutions of the several States, encroaching upon sovereignty belonging to the 

people of the several States which is prohibited by the Tenth Article in Amendment (Bill of Rights). 

• It created purely legislative "Tribunals" without respect to the separation of powers. 

• It extended Congress' "martial law power" allowing the emission of "bills of credit" and etc.. 

• The list is too long to completely enumerate. (Refer back within this exposé to list more Constitutional 

violations) 

We know that the United States government is one of enumerated powers only, and that specific prohibitions 

were placed on those powers by Article I, Section 9 and the Articles of the Bill of Rights (as well as other 

provisions of the United States Constitution). 



Of course, the main points we are interested in are the prohibitions laid on Congress. Congress has no power to 

pass any "bill of attainder" or "ex post facto law" to make law which unreasonably deprives a Citizen of 

"property" or deprives the Citizen of "security in his person or effects;" to encroach upon a State's sovereignty 

retained at the adoption of the United States Constitution, or to make any law taking property for public use 

without just compensation. 

The fact is, Congress exceeded the powers granted to it and violated prohibitions laid against it (in several 

areas) and had absolutely no right, power, or authority to propose such legislation and could only claim an 

exception through a similarly unlawful Act, the Second Section of the Thirteenth Amendment. Thus we find 

that we will have to show the Thirteenth Amendment to be invalid and unconstitutional, and in fact, not a part 

of the Constitution in order to judicially destroy the Fourteenth Amendment (at least with respect to the power 

of Congress as regards the proposing the Fourteenth Amendment). 

But now let us take into consideration who actually claimed the power to ratify the Fourteenth Amendment, the 

State legislatures. We know everyone in government claims the Fourteenth Amendment is a part of the 

Constitution because it was ratified according to the provisions of Article V of the original U.S. Constitution 

which says that three fourths of the legislatures may ratify an Amendment to the Constitution and thus make the 

Amendment part of the organic law, but can the legislatures of the several States constitutionally make 

ratifications in all instances? 

According to the principles upon which our form of government is founded and considering who originally 

ratified the Constitution, the answer to this question must be in the "negative" as a matter of law. We start to see 

the evidence in the law immediately with Article V of the Constitution for the United States of America. 

. . . Provided that no Amendment which may be made prior to the year one thousand eight hundred and eight 

shall in any manner effect the first and fourth Clauses in the Ninth Section of the first Article; and that no State, 

without its Consent, shall be deprived of its equal Suffrage in the Senate. - Article V, Const. for U.S. of A.. 

Here we see two specific exceptions to the law of Amendment contained in Article V. Many times, the courts 

have ruled that when specific exemption is provided in the Constitution, that none other exists. In this case, that 

construction will not properly apply, especially since those exceptions applied both to the State legislature and 

Conventions of People of the several States. 

When the construction of the Constitution is doubtful or the language ambiguous, resort may be made to other 

portions of the Constitution and finally to the "Convention Notes" and the "Federalist Papers." Article V 

contains two methods of amending the Constitution; 

. . . by the Legislatures of three fourths of the several States, or by Conventions in three fourths thereof, as the 

one or the other Mode of Ratification may be proposed by the Congress: . . . - Article V, Const. for U.S. of A. 

Why were the two modes of ratification provided for? Is it possible that cases might arise where it was 

absolutely necessary for Conventions of the several States to ratify an Amendment instead of the several State 

legislatures? And if an Amendment required ratification by Conventions of the people of the several States, 

could Congress expect a lawful and constitutional ratification from the legislatures of the several States? 

Furthermore, even if Congress could recommend either mode of ratification, could the State legislatures 

lawfully and constitutionally make this ratification when it affected the Constitution of the State which created 

them? These are valid and important questions which must be answered as a matter of, and according to law, (in 

relation to Article V and the two modes of ratification). These questions consequently leave the language of 

Article V in somewhat of an ambiguous state. 

To find the answer to these important questions, we will start at the beginning, the creation of our government. 

Justice Taney in Dred Scott v. Sandford99 relates the history of the beginning of our government and the 



meaning of the Preamble to the United States Constitution. Therein we find (as we do in the words of the 

Preamble) that the sovereign people ("We the People") adopted [ratified] the Constitution and it was on their 

authority (as the sovereign bodies, in their respective States) that the General Government was formed (and that 

it was formed for their protection, as well as the protection of their posterity). 

Some might say that the Constitution for the United States of America could as easily have been ratified by the 

legislatures of the several States; but if this is true, why does history (as well as the Constitution) reflect that it 

was ratified by the people in Conventions of the several States instead?100 The fact is, the legislatures of the 

several States had no lawful authority to ratify the United States Constitution. The Convention related the legal 

reason why the Constitution had to be ratified by the people instead of the legislatures. The following remarks 

were made with reference to Article VII, Constitution for the United States of America. 

. . . Madison thought them essential and remarked that otherwise in cases of conflicts between laws of the States 

and of Congress, the courts of the former might decide in favor of their own laws; and he remarked further that 

it might be asserted that the Union was a mere treaty among independent States, and therefore a breach of any 

one article absolved the other parties from the whole obligation, - 8 Fed. Stat. Anno. 243. 

Here, Madison thought the peoples ratification necessary to the supremacy Clause of Article VI. Knowing this, 

(contrary to the ruling of the supreme court of the United States in Neal v. Delaware101), the supremacy Clause 

of the national Constitution could not be applied the Amendments which made inroads into the Constitutions of 

the several States (and which were only ratified by State legislatures). 

Question: "Is this why the several States have been coerced to amend their own Constitutions consistent with 

national martial law Amendments?" 

Question: "Is this why the provisional States, such as the provisional State of Washington, were induced into 

placing a provision in the (so-called) State Constitution making the United States Constitution the Supreme Law 

of the Land?" [Washington Constitution (1889), Article I, Section 2.] 

If the State Constitutions declare the national Constitution "supreme," then the supremacy Clause of the national 

Constitution will not come into play in adjudication's concerning the Civil War Amendments (and like 

Amendments). 

If the State Constitutions adopt the provisions that are consistent with the Civil War Amendments (and like 

Amendments) then, again, the application of supremacy Clause of the national Constitution will not be 

questioned concerning conflicts of law between the States and the United States, because there will be no 

conflict of law. 

Later in the Convention: 

Governour Morris argued that, as no alteration could be made under the Confederation without unanimous 

consent, and change in the proposed Constitution not made in accordance with this provision, must be held void 

by the judges as unconstitutional, if the reference would be made to the legislatures; while, if the reference 

should be made to the people of the United States, the federal compact may be altered by a majority of them. - 8 

Fed. Stat. Anno. 243. 

Morris understood that the people were sovereign above the several State legislatures. Finally, Madison made 

the most important legal argument showing that the States legislatures were incompetent to ratify the 

Constitution for the United States of America and this argument still applies today. 

Madison thought the legislatures clearly incompetent, for the very changes proposed would make essential 

inroads on the State Constitutions, and a legislature cannot change the Constitution under which it exists. The 



difference between a system founded on the legislature only and one founded on the people is, he said, that 

between a league or treaty and a Constitution. - 8 Fed. Stat. Anno. 243, 244. 

While all the other Conventioneers arguments related to the Articles of Confederation, Madison was capable of 

showing the absolute legal incompetence of the State legislatures to ratify the national Constitution. If a State 

legislature allows inroads to be made upon the Constitution under which it exists (by ratification of a national 

Constitution, much less an Amendment thereto), it is Constitutionally incompetent to pass upon the legislation. 

This is consistent with the principles of a Constitutional Republic where the institutions of government cannot 

change the organic law of the people under which the government legally exists. Only the sovereign body (the 

people) can act upon such legislation because it is "organic law" (extraordinary legislation), not mere ordinary 

legislation. 

We have seen the inroads that the Fourteenth Amendment made on the Constitutions of the several States, 

whether they were southern or northern. With the possible exception of one or two States, this Amendment 

(14th) made inroads into all State Constitutions under which the State legislatures existed when they ratified the 

Fourteenth Amendment. Here, the reason for two methods of ratification comes to light in the first instance: 

It may be said that the "Notes" on the Convention are not a reliable source of construction of the Constitution. 

And in certain cases, this may be true. But not here! The supreme court (as in Dred Scott v. Sandford,102 

[supra.]) has said that legislation most recent to the adoption of the Constitution lays closest to the foundation of 

the organic law and must be accorded the necessary respect due according to the era of their enactment. 

Obviously, this is true (considering that such legislation is contemporary to the organic law), that is, it is 

contemporary to a time when the original intent was foremost in the minds of the Officials of government, both 

State and Federal. 

Article V had at least one primary purpose in the Constitution. In the Convention it was agreed that a provision 

should be made in the Constitution so that the several States might add a Bill of Rights to the U.S. Constitution 

as a condition of its adoption. 

Pursuant to this proposition of the Convention (and with the understanding that a Bill of Rights could be added), 

Conventions of the People of the several States ratified the Constitution and proceeded to propose Articles of 

the Bill of Rights to be added accordingly. 

In the Preamble to the Bill of Rights (seldom found reprinted in any Constitution, whether printed by the federal 

government or private parties), we find the first impression of the several States, as to the purpose of Article V, 

Constitution for the United States of America. 

The Bill of Rights was ratified by the legislatures of the several States; and of this there is no doubt. Obviously, 

both Congress and the several States legislatures believed they had the power to make the ratification. When we 

look at the Preamble to the Bill of Rights, we see under what circumstance the power was believed to exist: 

THE Conventions of a number of the States, having at the time of their adopting the Constitution, expressed a 

desire, in order to prevent misconstruction or abuse of its powers, that further declarative and restrictive clauses 

should be added: And as extending the ground of public confidence in the Government will best insure the 

beneficent ends of its institution.  

RESOLVED by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in Congress 

assembled, two thirds of the Houses, that the following Articles be proposed to the Legislatures of the several 

States as Amendments to the Constitution of the United States, all or any of which Articles when ratified by 

three fourths of the said Legislatures, to be valid to all intents and purposes as part of the said Constitution. vis! 



ARTICLES in addition to, and Amendment of the Constitution of the United States of America, proposed by 

Congress, and ratified by the Legislatures of the several States, pursuant to the fifth Article of the original 

Constitution. - Preamble to the Bill of Rights, U.S. Constitution. 

So the Bill of Rights (as ratified by the State legislatures) was ratified with the intention of limiting the federal 

government to the power granted to it, for the preservation of the powers of the several States and the individual 

Citizen's natural rights. Here, the legislatures of the several States did not attempt to expand the powers of 

Congress (by inroads into their own respective Constitutions), but, instead, ratified the added assurance that 

Congress would not usurp its powers in deprivation of the powers of the several States or the people of the 

several States respectively. [Articles Nine and Ten in Amendment]. 

If we read Hans v. Louisiana,103 we find that the State legislatures again ratified an Amendment of the United 

States Constitution with the same purpose, that is the Eleventh Amendment. Not until the Thirteenth 

Amendment were the powers of Congress so widely expanded, or for that matter, expanded at all by an alleged 

Amendment to the Constitution. Going back to the assertions of Madison in the Convention; "Where did the 

legislatures of the several States derive power to ratify any Amendment which made inroads into the 

Constitution under which they existed?" The power, in itself, would be "nugatory." 

Obviously, Article V provides for ratification of an Amendment by Conventions of the People of the several 

States for occasions such as this. In fact, the principles upon which the federal Constitution was founded 

absolutely demand that such Amendments be ratified by the people rather than the State legislatures. No 

legislative body has the power to change the organic law and its relation to the sovereign body (Nation) that 

created it. Only the sovereign people, themselves, have the power to add to its members a new class of persons. 

As a result, we see that no competent body purposed nor ratified the Fourteenth Amendment (or any like 

Amendment affecting the sovereign body), that said Amendment is not a part of the Constitution for the United 

States of America, and that the Amendment (and like Amendments) are absolutely unconstitutional in this 

respect. They are not Amendments of our Constitution. 

Not only do the Amendments discussed herein (such as the Fourteenth Amendment) make inroads into State 

Constitutions (especially where the States have a Bill of Rights similar to that of the Constitution for the United 

States of America), but the several State legislatures are also prohibited by "the people" in the Constitution for 

the United States of America, itself, from enacting (ratifying) such legislation into law. 

Article I, Section 10, Constitution for the United States of America, lays prohibitions on the several States 

(similar to those laid against the United States government in Article I, Section 9, Constitution for the United 

States of America) with one further prohibition; the several States have no power to violate the "Obligations of 

Contract" by laws enacted in the State. As we previously discussed, many "bills of sale" (executed Contracts) 

that were violated by the Thirteenth Amendment were sanctioned to be violated by adoption of the Fourteenth 

Amendment. 

Not only are the State legislatures prohibited by their own respective State Constitutions from passing such 

legislation, but they are also prohibited by the Constitution for the United States of America from passing such 

legislation into law, Organic or otherwise. We find no repeal of those original prohibitions at any time before or 

after the alleged adoption of the Thirteenth or Fourteenth Amendments. 

The bottom line is that the State legislatures were, and are, incompetent to ratify the Fourteenth Amendment for 

no power of ratification having existed in the bodies to whom it was presented. 

Another point to address is the 14th Amendment to the Constitution for the United States of America is not an 

"Amendment," it is a "Revision." 



Case law is evidently unanimous in support of the view that there is a distinction of substance between the 

concept of "Amendment" and "Revision" and that some proposed constitutional changes can only be 

accomplished by revision.104 The line between changes which are permissible as "Amendments" and those 

which must necessarily be "Revisions" cannot be drawn with precision. In general, changes which are "few and 

simple and independent" can be considered Amendments, whereas "sweeping change" requires the Revision 

process.105 The case of McFadden is instructive on the distinction between "Amendment" and "Revision." 

Quoting from an earlier case, the McFadden court discussed revisions made by a Convention in which "the 

entire sovereignty of the people is represented . . ." Id. at 789. 

The character and extent of a constitution that may be framed by that body is freed from an limitations other 

than those contained in the constitution of the United States. . . the very term 'constitution' implies an instrument 

of a permanent and abiding nature, and the provisions contained therein for its revision indicated the will of the 

people that the underlying principles upon which it rests, as well as the substantial entirety of the instrument, 

shall be of a like permanent and abiding nature. On the other hand, the significance of the term 'amendment' 

implies such an addition or change within the lines of the original instrument as will effect an improvement, or 

better carry out the purpose for which it was framed.106 - McFadden v. Jordan, 196 P.2d 787, 789 

The court held that the measure in question was so "far reaching and multifarious" that it was revisory rather 

than amendatory in nature.107 The court listed numerous sections of the Constitution which the measure in 

question would affect.108 This review demonstrated: 

. . . the wide and diverse range of subject matters proposed to be voted upon, and the revisional effect which it 

would necessarily have on our basic plan of government. The proposal is offered as a single amendment but it 

obviously is multifarious. It does not give the people an opportunity to express approval or disapproval 

severally as to each major change suggested. . . . - McFadden v. Jordan, 196 P.2d 787, 796-97 

In Adams v. Gunter,109 the court opined that amendment as distinct from revision authority includes only the 

power to amend any section in such a manner that such Amendment, if approved, would be complete within 

itself, relate to one subject and not substantially affect any other section of Articles of the Constitution or 

require further Amendments to the Constitution to accomplish its purpose.110 

The above authorities quoted merely suggest factors that should be considered in determining whether a 

proposed constitutional change is "amendatory" or "revisory." The 14th Amendment addresses multifarious 

issues ranging from status of citizenship, disqualification of representatives, taxes, apportionment of 

representatives, and the debt of the United States. And taking into consideration what we have studied, the 14th 

Amendment has altered more than one Article of the Constitution for the United States of America. 

The bottom line is that Congress was and is incompetent to make "Revisions" to the Constitution for the United 

States of America, that the 14th Amendment is absolutely unconstitutional and therefore "null and void" ab 

initio for no power of "Revision" exist in the Congress. 

We cannot emphasize enough that, as a matter of law, there is no Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution for 

the United States and that even if there were, it would have absolutely no lawful application to the individual 

free white Citizens of the several States. 

The Law Martial 

Introduction 

In this exposé, we have briefed the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution for the United States of America 

and the powers acquired by Congress thereunder to impose Law Martial upon the States. What most people 

don't realize is that they have been under Martial Law Rule for over 60 years.111 



The case of Ex parte Milligan,112 is where our study of the Law-Martial begins wherein the United States 

supreme court lists and explains three forms of Martial-Law. Like it or not, we have to deal with these three 

forms: 

1. Full Martial Law. 

2. Martial Law Proper. 

3. Martial Law Rule. 

Full Martial Law is when a Declaration of Martial Law is issued, and military troops are put in the streets to 

control a region or district with military force. The federal armed forces with the National Guard are on every 

street corner enforcing military jurisdiction on every Citizen of the Nation. This form is only supposed to be 

used when the Nation is at War, a declared War by Congress, and should only be used on foreign soil unless the 

country is actually invaded by some foreign power or to put down an armed rebellion too large to be dealt with 

by the civil authorities or powers of our constitutional government. 

The first indication of imposition of Full Martial Law (with the exception of the troops actually in the streets 

wielding their military power), is the suspension of the constitutional civil judicial power to enforce the rights of 

liberty with the privilege of the Writ of Habeas Corpus. This is clear from the American Constitutions (both 

State and federal) which generally provide that this great bulwark of liberty may not be suspended except upon 

declaration of the legislature that the public safety require it due to rebellion or invasion. [For example, Const. 

for U.S. of A., Article 1, Section 9, Clause 2.] The cause that allows suspension of the privilege of the Writ of 

Habeas Corpus is the only cause for imposition of Full Martial Law. 

Martial Law Proper is the law governing the internal operation of the armed forces. It is this law that is followed 

to control military command of armed forces. For example, it is the law used to enforce an "Order" of a 

Sergeant upon a Private. It is the law that is enforced by Courts Martial. 

Martial-Law Rule is the law of necessity and emergency. This form allows a domestic use of martial law 

powers, but only for as long as the necessity or emergency exist. The most dangerous thing about this form of 

Martial Law is that this form of Martial Law is used during times of peace. 

Called by some writers on the subject (and termed such by a few Constitutions) - the "Law Martial," this 

jurisdiction has existed since the United States Constitution was first established. The Congress and the 

President of the United States have argued since the beginning on how far the Law-Martial power can be 

exercised by both branches of the government. The United States Constitution and the State Constitutions 

authorize the power to exist, but they do not necessarily define its proper or legitimate use. Should the Law 

Martial power be abused by the Executive and/or the Legislative Branches (when the Judicial Branch will not 

check the abuse of the Law Martial powers), the people (being confused) become alarmed and begin to disobey 

the Statutes authorized under the powers of the Law Martial. 

Any one of the three forms (used strictly for the purpose they were structured for) would be (according to the 

United States supreme Court) constitutional. It appears that it is the third form of the Law Martial [Martial Law 

Rule] that could be and is used to destroy the letter and spirit of the original United States Constitution. It is also 

the third form [Martial Law Rule] that can be administered as to lead the people to believe that the Government 

is administering constitutional law when in fact, the Government is administering Martial-Law Rule under the 

appearance of constitutional law. 

Try as the government may, the people smell a rat. The "Federal Tax Laws" is the first line of disobedience by 

the people. The people for the last fifty years have in large numbers disobeyed the tax laws (particularity the 

"Personal Federal Income Tax") which is claimed by these people to be "un-Constitutional." Many have come 

forth with their claims to the un-Constitutionality of the tax laws and have failed. Have they failed because they 

have not understood that the "Federal Personal Income Tax" is within a military venue and is enforced under a 



Martial Law Jurisdiction? The Government seizes their property without "Court Orders." The Government 

seizes their bank accounts without "Court Orders" and the Government seizes their wages without "Court 

Orders." The people just can't seem to grasp the source of power that the Government is exercising. If they read 

General Order No. 100 by Abraham Lincoln, they will discover the source of their problem. 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE GOVERNMENT OF ARMIES OF THE UNITED STATES IN THE FIELD 

The following material is part of Instructions For The Government of Armies of the United States in the Field, 

prepared by Francis Lieber, promulgated as General Orders No. 100 by President Lincoln, (24 April 1863). 

General Orders No. 100 can be found published in the book The Law of Armed Conflicts, Third Ed., Edited by 

Dietrich Schindler and Jiri Toman, wherein its inclusion was explained as follows: 

The Lieber Instructions represent the first attempt to codify the laws of war. They were prepared during the 

American Civil War by Francis Lieber, then a professor of Columbia College in New York, revised by a board 

of officers and promulgated by President Lincoln. Although they were binding only on the forces of the United 

States, they correspond to a great extend to the laws and customs of war existing at that time. The Lieber 

Instructions strongly influenced the further codification of the laws of war and the adoption of similar 

regulations by other states. They formed the origin of the project of an international convention on the laws of 

war presented to the Brussels Conference in 1874 (No. 2) and stimulated the adoption of the Hague 

Conventions on land warfare of 1899 and 1907 (No's. 7 and 8). - [The Law of Armed Conflicts, p. 3]. 

The Law of Armed Conflicts also lists as sources of the published text in English as follows: 

Instructions for the Government of Armies of the United States in the Field, prepared by Francis Lieber, LL.D., 

Originally Issued as General Orders No. 100, Adjutant General's Office 1863, Washington 1898, Government 

Printing Office; Francis Lieber, Contributions to Political Science, Including Lectures on the Constitution of the 

United States and Other Papers, Miscellaneous Writings, Vol. II, 1881, p. 245; Wilson - Tucker pp. VI-XXXVI; 

Friedman. pp. 158-186. 

or the purpose of this exposé, we will quote only those Articles of the Lieber Instructions (with comments) that 

affect us on a day to day basis. 

SECTION I 

Martial Law - Military jurisdiction - Military necessity - Retaliation 

Art. 1. A place, district, or country occupied by an enemy stands, in consequence of the occupation, under the 

Martial Law of the invading or occupying army, whether any proclamation declaring Martial Law, or any public 

warning to the inhabitants, has been issued or not. Martial Law is the immediate and direct effect and 

consequence of occupation or conquest. The presence of a hostile army proclaims its Martial Law. 

NOTE: Is there a hostile army presence in every State in the Union, enforcing Martial-Law jurisdiction on the 

Citizens of the several States? Has America been taken by conquest? According to the United States Supreme 

Court in Texas v. White, (1868) 7 Wall. (U.S.) 721, the court ruled the Civil War was not a war of conquest. If 

the civil war was not a war of conquest, then we are under one of the forms of the Law Martial. We must be 

under occupation. The above Article does not say the Nation has to be under occupation by a foreign nation's 

army. In and after the Civil War, Citizens of this Nation were under the Law-Martial and occupation of the 

Union Army. The fact is, we must prove today that the several States are under occupation by a domestic army 

to prove that the Citizens are under the Law Martial Jurisdiction. 

Citizens see this domestic Army of Occupation every day, but don't recognize them as the Military Police. This 

domestic Army is on every street of every State in this Union. Citizens don't recognize this Army because the 



Army hides behind a Vail of secrecy, what appears to be a civilian uniform. To unveil this Army, the people 

need to look up the State Statutes on the term: "Peace Officer." Every State in the Union has a Statute 

establishing "Peace Officers." The term: "Peace Officer" in these Statutes means: the Military Police of the 

State. The "Military Police of the State" is not the State Militia. 

Examine your State, County, and City Police. All of the civil police officers are statutorily defined as a single 

form of "Officer," a "Peace Officer." Do local police units have military ranks such as "Sergeants," "Captains," 

"Lieutenants," and "Quartermasters?" Have you ever heard the police refer to people as "civilians?" What 

National flag and/or State Flag is displayed at your local police department? The County Sheriff Deputies in 

Oregon wear the yellow fringe National Flag patch on their uniforms. Are you beginning to recognize the troops 

of occupation on every street of this Union? Are you under occupation? When a local policeman enforces a 

curfew (as they are across this Nation today), is the policeman enforcing the curfew as a Sheriff's Deputy, State 

Policeman, or City Policeman, or are all three enforcing the curfew as "Peace Officers" i.e. "State Military 

Police?" The answer falls in the Statute or Ordinance they are enforcing. "Curfew" is strictly under a Martial 

Law jurisdiction. How many other State Statutes, or County/City Ordinances have been enacted by the State 

Legislators, County Commissioners, and City Councils, under Martial Law Jurisdiction? 

One more point. The "Military Police" must have a "Military Venue" to perform as the "State Military Police." 

The State Regional Areas under Metro-Government provide the Military Venue for the Peace Officers to 

enforce Martial Law Jurisdiction. Now, can you understand that the Nation is under occupation? 

Art. 2. Martial Law does not cease during the hostile occupation, except by special proclamation, ordered by the 

commander in chief; or by special mention in the treaty of peace concluding the war, when the occupation of a 

place or territory continues beyond the conclusion of peace as one of the conditions of the same. 

NOTE: There is no treaty of peace between the Union and the several States that is know of and the end of full 

martial law was finally declared by withdrawal of troops in the streets, but repeal of all forms of the law martial 

has never been declared. 

Art. 3. Martial Law in a hostile country consists in the suspension, by the occupying military authority, of the 

criminal and civil law, and of the domestic administration and government in the occupied place or territory, 

and in the substitution of military rule and force for the same, as well as in the dictation of general laws, as far 

as military necessity requires this suspension, substitution, or dictation. 

The commander of the forces may proclaim that the administration of all civil and penal law shall continue 

either wholly or in part, as in times of peace, unless otherwise ordered by the military authority. 

NOTE: Under the Law-Martial, only the criminal jurisdiction of a Military Court is the recognized law. But as 

Article Three says, "the civil courts can continue wholly or in part as long as the civil jurisdiction does not 

violate the Military orders laid down by the Commander in Chief or one of his Commanders." By this means; a 

military venue, jurisdiction, and authority are imposed upon the occupied populace under disguise of the 

ordinary civil courts and officers of the occupied district or region, because the so-called civil authorities in an 

occupied district, or region, only act at the pleasure of a military authority. 

It should also be noted here that the several State Legislatures, County Boards of Commissioners, and City 

Councils, are constantly legislating to please the edicts of the federal government (the occupying force) and that 

their legislation, in this sense, is not an exercise of State sovereignty, but instead, a compliance with edicts of 

the military force which occupies the several States and consequently are edicts of Martial Law Rule. 

Art. 4. Martial Law is simply military authority exercised in accordance with the laws and usage's of war. 

Military oppression is not Martial Law: It is the abuse of the power which that law confers. As Martial Law is 

executed by military force, it is incumbent upon those who administer it to be strictly guided by the principles 



of justice, honor, and humanity - virtues adorning a soldier even more than other men, for the very reason that 

he possesses the power of his arms against the unarmed. 

NOTE: What is being said is abuse of the Martial Law power is not considered Martial Law. We agree. It's 

called TREASON. (See Article III, Sec. 3, U.S. Const.). Meanwhile (under this principle), the Officers 

operating under Martial Law Rule are required to act in strict accordance with Statutes and Regulations under 

which Martial Law Rule is imposed. That is why "Statutory Tribunals" (courts) will declare the acts of "Peace 

Officers" statutorily defective in some cases, but at the same time, refuse to impose constitutional limitations. 

Basically, when a Tribunal declares that a "Peace Officer" failed to follow the requirements of a Statute, what 

that Tribunal has done is declared that the "Peace Officer" failed to follow the Rules of War while exercising a 

Martial Law power and therefore, was not justified in his acts. 

Art. 5. Martial Law should be less stringent in places and countries fully occupied and fairly conquered. Much 

greater severity may be exercised in places or regions where actual hostilities exist, or are expected and must be 

prepared for. Its most complete sway is allowed - even in the commander's own country - when face to face 

with the enemy, because of the absolute necessities of the case, and of the paramount duty to defend the country 

against invasion. To save the country is paramount to all other considerations. 

NOTE: The above Article Five can also be understood to save a Martial-Law system as paramount to all other 

considerations. As long as the system survives without armed hostility against it, Martial Law is imposed in the 

milder form of Martial Law Rule, but the minute any armed hostility is raised or threatened against the 

occupying force, full Martial Law is again imposed with troops in the streets to enforce Martial Law authority. 

Do the Los Angeles and Chicago riots ring a bell? How about Waco and Ruby Ridge? 

Art. 6. All civil and penal law shall continue to take its usual course in the enemy's places and territories under 

Martial Law, unless interrupted or stopped by order of the occupying military power; but all the functions of the 

hostile government - legislative executive, or administrative - whether of a general, provincial, or local 

character, cease under Martial Law, or continue only with the sanction, or, if deemed necessary, the 

participation of the occupier or invader. 

NOTE: Thus, it appears that the State Legislatures and local governmental units in the several States are still 

operating under a Constitutional authority, when in fact, they are operating at the pleasure of, or with the 

sanction of, the Commander in Chief of the occupying force. Take a look at the legislation and court decisions 

in your State and you will find that more than not, the legislation and court decisions are designed to please the 

edict of the federal government in matters such as the Civil War Amendments. 

Art. 7. Martial Law extends to property, and to persons, whether they are subjects of the enemy or aliens to that 

government. 

NOTE: All the "non-resident alien" pleaders can trash their argument. Under any of the three forms of the Law-

Martial, it just doesn't matter. 

Art. 8. Consuls, among American and European nations, are not diplomatic agents. Nevertheless, their offices 

and persons will be subjected to Martial Law in cases of urgent necessity only: their property and business are 

not exempted. Any delinquency they commit against the established military rule may be punished as in the 

case of any other inhabitant, and such punishment furnishes no reasonable ground for international complaint. 

NOTE: All the "Ambassadors of God" pleaders just got trashed by Article Eight. 

Art. 9. The functions of Ambassadors, Ministers, or other diplomatic agents accredited by neutral powers to the 

hostile government, cease, so far as regards the displaced government; but the conquering or occupying power 

usually recognizes them as temporarily accredited to itself. 



Art. 10. Martial Law affects chiefly the police and collection of public revenue and taxes, whether imposed by 

the expelled government or by the invader, and refers mainly to the support and efficiency of the army, its 

safety, and the safety of its operations. 

NOTE: As we have said, the Federal Personal Income Tax is collected under a Military Venue within a Martial-

Law jurisdiction. Federal Reserve Notes are Military Scrip circulated within a Military Venue. The problem is 

the people don't understand how the entire United States is covered by a Military Venue. The first Military 

Venue covering the entire United States was brought into existence through the Social Security Act. Under the 

Social Security Act, there was brought into existence Ten Federal Regional Areas. These ten federal regional 

areas are the same as a military base. It is not unconstitutional to circulate "military scrip" on a military base as 

the base is considered to be a military venue. "Military scrip" cannot circulate in the civil jurisdiction of the 

several States. To get around this Constitutional bar, the Congress (via the Social Security Act), created Ten 

Military Venues, called "Federal Regional Areas." The problem the Congress realized was, while Congress 

could restructure the Government Agencies into these Federal Regional Areas, the people could not be 

identified to be within this Military Venue by their own consent. The solution was to create another Military 

Venue which would trick the people to voluntarily accept recognition that they are within a Military Venue. 

Congress solved this problem by creating the ZIP CODE. 

The "zip code" divides the United States into Ten Military Venues called "National Areas." When a Citizen 

receives mail from an agency of the federal government (such as the I.R.S.), in the return address of the federal 

agency is the district within the regional area the letter is sent from, and on the address of the "Citizen" it was 

sent to is the national area [ZIP] in which he received the correspondence from the I.R.S.. In other words, the 

correspondence was sent from one of the federal regional areas [military venue] to one of the National Areas 

[another military venue]. "Taxing Districts" are established within one of the Federal Regional Areas, which 

places the collection of taxes under a martial law jurisdiction. 

Military commanders can set up "taxing districts" in an occupied region. In the United States, the President 

(who is the Commander in Chief of the Military) has been authorized to set up Internal Revenue Taxing 

Districts, ever since the Civil War. [see 26 U.S.C. § 7621]. 

Art. 11. The law of war does not only disclaim all cruelty and bad faith concerning engagements concluded with 

the enemy during the war, but also the breaking of stipulations solemnly contracted by the belligerents in time 

of peace, and avowedly intended to remain in force in case of war between the contracting powers. 

It disclaims all extortion's and other transactions for individual gain; all acts of private revenge, or connivance at 

such acts. 

Offenses to the contrary shall be severely punished, and especially so if committed by officers. 

NOTE: Here is the basis for Title 42 suits (Title 42, United States Code), and the reason why 99% of Title 42 

suits fail. The Title 42 guru's never get the point. They are trying to sue what they call "Executive Officers" 

(assuming these Officers are in the civil jurisdiction of a State or the civil jurisdiction of the United States [who, 

in reality, are "Military Officers" (Peace Officers) protected from liability for Constitutional violations as they 

are not bound to the Articles of the Constitutions (State or Federal) but rather, are bound to the Rules of War]). 

As an example, President Clinton says he can't be forced to court by a woman who is suing him as he is 

protected in his capacity as Commander in Chief. Of course, the Articles of the Federal Constitution or the 

Articles of the State Constitutions, (and their Bill of Rights) do not apply to Officers within a Military Venue. 

These Officers (appearing as "Executive Officers" of the States or Federal Government) are "Peace Officers" 

and can only be charged if they violate Article 6 of these Orders, (or any other Articles under this Order 

regulating their duties). Under Military Rules, Title 42 suitors have no Constitutional charges to bring against a 

Military Officer under the Rules of Occupation. 



Art. 13. Military jurisdiction is of two kinds: First, that which is conferred and defined by statute; second, that 

which is derived from the common law of war. Military offenses under the statute law must be tried in the 

manner therein directed; but military offenses which do not come within the statute must be tried and punished 

under the common law of war. The character of the courts which exercise these jurisdictions depends upon the 

local laws of each particular country. 

In the armies of the United States, the first is exercised by courts-martial, while cases which do not come within 

the "Rules and Articles of War," or the jurisdiction conferred by statute on courts martial, are tried by military 

commissions. 

NOTE: As you can see, some regulations are by Acts of Congress and some regulations are the acts of the 

Commander in Chief (or one of his Commanders). The most interesting part of this Article is the reference to 

the "common law of war." Is this the "federal common law" the federal courts are referring to? 

Art. 15. Military necessity admits of all direct destruction of life or limb of armed enemies, and of other persons 

whose destruction is incidentally unavoidable in the armed contests of the war; it allows of the capturing of 

every armed enemy, and every enemy of importance to the hostile government, or of peculiar danger to the 

captor; it allows of all destruction of property, and obstruction of the ways and channels of traffic, travel, or 

communication, and of all withholding of sustenance or means of life from the enemy; of the appropriation of 

whatever an enemy's country affords necessary for the subsistence and safety of the army, and of such deception 

as does not involve the breaking of good faith either positively pledged, regarding agreements entered into 

during the war, or supposed by the modern law of war to exist. Men who take up arms against one another in 

public, war do not cease on this account to be moral beings, responsible to one another and to God. 

NOTE: Article 15 sounds like the creed of the I.R.S.. Under this Article, would the I.R.S. be exercising "Federal 

Common Law?" 

Art. 16. Military necessity does not admit of cruelty - that is, the infliction of suffering for the sake of suffering 

or for revenge, nor of maiming or wounding except in fight, nor of torture to extort confessions. It does not 

admit of the use of poison in any way, nor of the wanton devastation of a district. It admits of deception, but 

disclaims acts of perfidy; and, in general, military necessity does not include any act of hostility which makes 

the return to peace unnecessarily difficult. 

NOTE: GRANT, Sherman, and bloody Buttler must have missed reading Article 16. 

This Article admits that it is perfectly fine to deceive the occupied populace into believing they are governed by 

their own civil government, while in reality, they are being governed behind the scenes by a military force. 

Such deception provides the greatest opportunity for military occupation without hostility (under the pretense 

that no occupation or hostility exists). Simply put, if you can control peoples minds, you don't have to control 

their bodies. One who doesn't believe he lost his liberty will never break out in open hostility to restore it. Such 

deception provides the maximum amount of control of the occupied region with the minimum expenditure of 

resources, and is geared to avoid "any act of hostility which makes the return to peace (or the appearance of 

peace) unnecessarily difficult." 

Art. 17. War is not carried on by arms alone. It is lawful to starve the hostile belligerent, armed or unarmed, so 

that it leads to the speedier subjection of the enemy. 

NOTE: Is Article 17 justification for the depression of 1929? Justification for leading people to believe they 

cannot work or survive without being a member of Social Security? Justification for leading the people to 

believe that they cannot function without permission of government officials at every turn? Justification for 

depriving any aspect of Life, Liberty, or Property (pursuit of happiness), without the due process of law 

required by constitutional limitations, both State and federal? 



Art. 18. When a commander of a besieged place expels the noncombatants, in order to lessen the number of 

those who consume his stock of provisions, it is lawful, though an extreme measure, to drive them back, so as to 

hasten on the surrender. 

NOTE: Is this authority to regulate the farmers to bring about their surrender? 

Art. 22. Nevertheless, as civilization has advanced during the last centuries, so has likewise steadily advanced, 

especially in war on land, the distinction between the private individual belonging to a hostile country and the 

hostile country itself, with its men in arms. The principle has been more and more acknowledged that the 

unarmed citizen is to be spared in person, property, and honor as much as the exigencies of war will admit. 

NOTE: Article 22 must have been written for the cowards who live in fear of the occupiers and the people. 

Art. 26. Commanding generals may cause the magistrates and civil officers of the hostile country to take the 

oath of temporary allegiance or an oath of fidelity to their own victorious government or rulers, and they may 

expel everyone who declines to do so. But whether they do so or not, the people and their civil officers owe 

strict obedience to them as long as they hold sway over the district or country, at the peril of their lives. 

NOTE: Article 26 is a mouth full. The "Order" that the State Officials is take an Oath to uphold the Fourteenth 

Amendment, or be expelled from office, comes to mind. Isn't strict obedience of the State Officials what the 

United States Supreme Court demands today? Today, we don't have State Officials with the guts to stand up to 

the federal power, but there was a man in the 1800's who did stand up: Toombs, Robert Augustus (1810-1885), 

served in the United States Congress before the Civil War and then became Confederate Secretary of State. 

Toombs refused to swear allegiance to the government of the United States after the war and lost his 

citizenship. There are still a few men today who place "Honor" above personal safety as Mr. Toombs did. 

To whom, or to what have the Officials in your State sworn allegiance to in order to enter office? Your first clue 

should come from the fact that they executed a voter registration card, (regulated under authority of the United 

States) to enter into a (so-called) State Office. 

SECTION II 

Public and private property of the enemy - Protection of persons, and especially of women, of religion, the arts 

and sciences - Punishment of crimes against the inhabitants of hostile countries. 

Art. 31. A victorious army appropriates all public money, seizes all public movable property until further 

direction by its government, and sequesters for its own benefit or of that of its government all the revenues of 

real property belonging to the hostile government or nation. The title to such real property remains in abeyance 

during military occupation, and until the conquest is made complete. 

NOTE: All movable property, real property, public money. Sounds like the I.R.S. confiscating all the Citizens' 

property for their master, the Congress of the United States. 

Art. 34. As a general rule, the property belonging to churches, to hospitals, or other establishments of an 

exclusively charitable character, to establishments of education, or foundations for the promotion of knowledge, 

whether public schools, universities, academies of learning or observatories, museums of the fine arts, or of a 

scientific character such property is not to be considered public property in the sense of paragraph 31; but it 

may be taxed or used when the public service may require it. 

NOTE: Look at the Churches, Schools, etc, of today. If they don't preach or teach government doctrine, are they 

not harassed and face confiscation of their property? And are they not put up to the public as less than true 

Americans? 



Art. 37. The United States acknowledge and protect, in hostile countries occupied by them, religion and 

morality; strictly private property; the persons of the inhabitants, especially those of women: and the sacredness 

of domestic relations. Offenses to the contrary shall be rigorously punished. 

This rule does not interfere with the right of the victorious invader to tax the people or their property, to levy 

forced loans, to billet soldiers, or to appropriate property, especially houses, lands, boats or ships, and churches, 

for temporary and military uses. 

NOTE: The FBI sure didn't read this article when they killed men, women, and children at Waco and Ruby 

Ridge. 

Notice that a part of the martial law is to levy taxes (for which taxing districts may be set up), and to levy forced 

loans (for which instruments of debt may be issued and circulated). 

The President has been setting up taxing districts called "internal revenue districts" starting with the Civil War 

and continuing to date (26 U.S.C. § 7621). The establishment of revenue districts by the president (presumably 

as commander-in-chief) was initially enacted to administer the first "income taxes" in the United States, to 

provide revenue to execute the Civil War. The "Act" to provide the increased revenue from imports to pay 

interest on the public debt, and for other purposes, was approved August 5, 1861, Ch. 45, §§ 49, 50, 51, 12 Stat. 

292, 309-310. 

Paper money was also issued as a war measure in the Civil War to force loans upon the American populace 

through legal tender laws. Those forced loans continue to be imposed under the Federal Reserve Act and the 

legal tender statutes requiring their acceptance. The Fourteenth Amendment in the Fourth Section further 

protects the inviolability of these forced loans and the Federal Reserves Notes by declaring that the public debt 

incurred by the Civil War (or by law) may not be questioned. 

Art. 39. The salaries of civil officers of the hostile government who remain in the invaded territory, and 

continue the work of their office, and can continue it according to the circumstances arising out of the war such 

as judges, administrative or police officers, officers of city or communal governments - are paid from the public 

revenue of the invaded territory, until the military government has reason wholly or partially to discontinue it. 

Salaries or incomes connected with purely honorary titles are always stopped. 

NOTE: Under occupation, the judges, police, etc., can get paid for committing treason by adhering to the 

occupying force and imposing martial law measures. 

Art. 42. Slavery, complicating and confounding the ideas of property (that is of a thing), and of personality (that 

is of humanity), exists according to municipal or local law only. The law of nature and nations has never 

acknowledged it. The digest of the Roman law enacts the early dictum of the pagan jurist, that "so far as the law 

of nature is concerned, all men are equal." Fugitives escaping from a country in which they were slaves, 

villains, or serfs, into another country, have, for centuries past, been held free and acknowledged free by judicial 

decisions of European countries, even though the municipal law of the country in which the slave had taken 

refuge acknowledged slavery within its own dominions. 

Art. 43. Therefore, in a war between the United States and a belligerent which admits of slavery, if a person 

held in bondage by that belligerent be captured by or come as a fugitive under the protection of the military 

forces of the United States, such person is immediately entitled to the rights and privileges of a freeman. To 

return such person into slavery would amount to enslaving a free person, and neither the United States nor any 

officer under their authority can enslave any human being. Moreover, a person so made free by the law of war is 

under the shield of the law of nations, and the former owner or State can have, by the law of postliminy, no 

belligerent lien or claim of service. 



NOTE: Now you know why Lincoln had to start the Civil-War. WITHOUT THE MARTIAL LAW 

JURISDICTION, HE COULD NOT FREE THE SLAVES! 

Articles 42 and 43, clearly serve as military grounds for Lincoln's Emancipation Proclamation, and Congress's 

subsequent enactments (with the help of so-called State legislatures) of the Civil War Amendments as 

additional military measures. The Civil Rights Acts enacted by Congress under the "Power Clauses" of these 

martial law Amendments, are also military measures. This explains why "the people" were never asked to ratify 

the Civil War Amendments. They would be imposed by irresistible military force and their consultation was 

neither sought nor allowed. All of these measures (governed by the rules of war [martial law]) remain in effect 

in the United States. 

Art. 44. All wanton violence committed against persons in the invaded country, all destruction of property not 

commanded by the authorized officer, all robbery, all pillage or sacking, even after taking a place by main 

force, all rape, wounding, maiming, or killing of such inhabitants, are prohibited under the penalty of death, or 

such other severe punishment as may seem adequate for the gravity of the offense. 

A soldier, officer or private, in the act of committing such violence, and disobeying a superior ordering him to 

abstain from it, may be lawfully killed on the spot by such superior. 

NOTE: Sounds good, but what if the commander forgets to tell the troops to abstain from rape, killing, or 

maiming? 

This is the kind of military rule that administrative regulation is made of. If the Officer acts under Orders, he 

may act against the populace under such Orders so long as he acts in the manner specified. The only complaint 

that will be heard of a person affected, is a Complaint that the Officer did not act according to his Orders 

(administrative regulations), but constitutional considerations are treated as "irrelevant" under military rule of 

the occupying force. 

Art. 46. Neither officers nor soldiers are allowed to make use of their position or power in the hostile country 

for private gain, not even for commercial transactions otherwise legitimate. Offenses to the contrary committed 

by commissioned officers will be punished with cashiering or such other punishment as the nature of the 

offense may require; if by soldiers, they shall be punished according to the nature of the offense. 

NOTE: Congress needs to read this. Are they not considered "Officers" under martial-law jurisdiction? 

Art. 47. Crimes punishable by all penal codes, such as arson, murder, maiming, assaults, highway robbery, 

theft, burglary, fraud, forgery, and rape, if committed by an American soldier in a hostile country against its 

inhabitants, are not only punishable as at home, but in all cases in which death is not inflicted, the severer 

punishment shall be preferred. 

NOTE: This rule confuses the occupied populace into believing they still have control of their government 

under their own local law by leaving it in effect so far as the occupying force allows it. Consequently, a 

populace that has been governed by martial law for decades can loose sight of the fact that they are being 

governed by martial law. 

SECTION III 

Deserters - Prisoners of war - Hostages - Booty on the battlefield 

Art. 49. A prisoner of war is a public enemy armed or attached to the hostile army for active aid, who has fallen 

into the hands of the captor, either fighting or wounded, on the field or in the hospital, by individual surrender 

or by capitulation. 



All soldiers, of whatever species of arms; all men who belong to the rising en masse of the hostile country; all 

those who are attached to the army for its efficiency and promote directly the object of the war, except such as 

are hereinafter provided for; all disabled men or officers on the field or elsewhere, if captured; all enemies who 

have thrown away their arms and ask for quarter, are prisoners of war, and as such exposed to the 

inconveniences as well as entitled to the privileges of a prisoner of war. 

Art. 50. Moreover, citizens who accompany an army for whatever purpose, such as settlers, editors, or reporters 

of journals, or contractors, if captured, may be made prisoners of war, and be detained as such. 

The monarch and members of the hostile reigning family, male or female, the chief, and chief officers of the 

hostile government, its diplomatic agents, and all persons who are of particular and singular use and benefit to 

the hostile army or its government, are, if captured on belligerent ground, and if unprovided with a safe conduct 

granted by the captor's government, prisoners of war. 

NOTE: Are not the Americans in the several States being treated as prisoners of war since the Civil War under 

an occupying force of the federal government? And are not "licenses" and other privileges created by statute a 

letter of safe conduct to such prisoners granted by the captor's government? 

Art. 75. Prisoners of war are subject to confinement or imprisonment such as may be deemed necessary on 

account of safety, but they are to be subjected to no other intentional suffering or indignity. The confinement 

and mode of treating a prisoner may be varied during his captivity according to the demands of safety. 

NOTE: Sounds like statutory civil rights of prisoners defined under the Civil War Amendments and numerous 

Civil Rights Acts. 

SECTION V 

Safe-conduct - Spies - War-traitors - Captured messengers - Abuse of the flag of truce 

Art. 86. All intercourse between the territories occupied by belligerent armies, whether by traffic, by letter, by 

travel, or in any other way, ceases. This is the general rule, to be observed without special proclamation. 

Exceptions to this rule, whether by safe-conduct, or permission to trade on a small or large scale, or by 

exchanging mails, or by travel from one territory into the other, can take place only according to agreement 

approved by the government, or by the highest military authority. 

Contraventions of this rule are highly punishable. 

NOTE: Is this what regulation of interstate commerce has become? A regulation of commerce under a rule of 

war? Is this why "licenses" to travel upon highways are urported to be required? Why "licenses" are purported 

to be required to do business at all? 

SECTION VIII 

Armistice - Capitulation 

Art. 135. An armistice is the cessation of active hostilities for a period agreed between belligerents. It must be 

agreed upon in writing, and duly ratified by the highest authorities of the contending parties. 

Art. 136. If an armistice be declared, without conditions, it extends no further than to require a total cessation of 

hostilities along the front of both belligerents. 



If conditions be agreed upon, they should be clearly expressed, and must be rigidly adhered to by both parties. If 

either party violates any express condition, the armistice may be declared null and void by the other. 

Art. 137. An armistice may be general, and valid for all points and lines of the belligerents, or special, that is, 

referring to certain troops or certain localities only. 

An armistice may be concluded for a definite time; or for an indefinite time, during which either belligerent 

may resume hostilities on giving the notice agreed upon to the other. 

Art. 138. The motives which induce the one or the other belligerent to conclude an armistice, whether it be 

expected to be preliminary to a treaty of peace, or to prepare during the armistice for a more vigorous 

prosecution of the war, does in no way affect the character of the armistice itself. 

Art. 139. An armistice is binding upon the belligerents from the day of the agreed commencement; but the 

officers of the armies are responsible from the day only when they receive official information of its existence. 

Art. 140. Commanding officers have the right to conclude armistices binding on the district over which their 

command extends, but such armistice is subject to the ratification of the superior authority, and ceases so soon 

as it is made known to the enemy that the armistice is not ratified, even if a certain time for the elapsing 

between giving notice of cessation and the resumption of hostilities should have been stipulated for. 

Art. 141. It is incumbent upon the contracting parties of an armistice to stipulate what intercourse of persons or 

traffic between the inhabitants of the territories occupied by the hostile armies shall be allowed, if any. 

If nothing is stipulated the intercourse remains suspended, as during actual hostilities. 

Art. 142. An armistice is not a partial or a temporary peace; it is only the suspension of military operations to 

the extent agreed upon by the parties. 

Art. 143. When an armistice is concluded between a fortified place and the army besieging it, it is agreed by all 

the authorities on this subject that the besieger must cease all extension, perfection, or advance of his attacking 

works as much so as from attacks by main force. 

But as there is a difference of opinion among martial jurists, whether the besieged have the right to repair 

breaches or to erect new works of defense within the place during an armistice, this point should be determined 

by express agreement between the parties. 

Art. 144. So soon as a capitulation is signed, the capitulator has no right to demolish, destroy, or injure the 

works, arms, stores, or ammunition, in his possession, during the time which elapses between the signing and 

the execution of the capitulation, unless otherwise stipulated in the same. 

Art. 145. When an armistice is clearly broken by one of the parties, the other party is released from all 

obligation to observe it. 

Art. 146. Prisoners taken in the act of breaking an armistice must be treated as prisoners of war, the officer 

alone being responsible who gives the order for such a violation of an armistice. The highest authority of the 

belligerent aggrieved may demand redress for the infraction of an armistice. 

Art. 147. Belligerents sometimes conclude an armistice while their plenipotentiaries are met to discuss the 

conditions of a treaty of peace; but plenipotentiaries may meet without a preliminary armistice; in the latter 

case, the war is carried on without any abatement. 



NOTE: Read Articles 135 through 147 again. Is the BUCK ACT, /113 providing for concurrent jurisdiction of 

(so-called) State officials and federal officers within the boundaries of State - an "Armistice" providing for 

federal control within a State? Are regional metropolitan service districts the result of a local Armistice between 

cities and/or counties and the federal government under Article 140 to govern a specific district? Are not all the 

Statutes and Agreements between State legislators and the federal government (to obtain federal funds and to 

administer federal regulations) written in the form of an Armistice that allow activities within the State subject 

to federal restrictions not otherwise authorized by the Constitution? 

State legislators have no power to waive the sovereignty of the State (never having been vested with that power 

by the people of the State). But have they capitulated to a captor in an Armistice of Peace without telling the 

populace they remain under siege of a captor (the Federal Government) save for the Armistice? And when a 

State says "no" to the 13th and later Amendments, and says "no" to the income tax, and says "no" to the Federal 

Reserve, and says "no" to federal Officials entering the State to impose martial law measures, will the Congress 

or the President (as commander in chief) "Order" invasion of the State by federal military forces for a breach of 

Armistice? Is this why Sheriffs, State Judges, City and County Boards and Commissions and the State 

legislature consistently refuse to tell the "feds" to take a hike, and tell the people that they are required do what 

they are told to do by the feds? Do they fear military retaliation from the occupying central government? Do 

they fear personal retribution in the way of civil and criminal charges (and imprisonment if they fail to impose 

the will of their captor upon the populace within the State)? Even if they refuse to take action, they could at 

least tell the truth and let the people of the State know that they remain "occupied" by an invading force 

imposing martial law. Or, would this justify a "death penalty" upon them as a "war traitor" for giving 

information to their government (the enemy) while inhabiting occupied belligerent territory under Articles 90 

/114 & 91, /115 (being separated from their own government)? 

You need to study the full text of the Lieber codified rules of war. Therein you will find the implementation of 

these rules for the government of the United States in every aspect of law and of your life. 

Conclusion 

Under our form of government, every American (individually or by representation) is the high and supreme 

sovereign authority. The authority of each of the three departments of government is defined and established. 

It is entirely fitting and proper to observe that in all instances between the States and the United States, and the 

People, there is no such thing as the idea of a compact between the People on one side and the Government on 

the other. The compact is that of the people with each other to produce and constitute a government. 

To suggest that any government can be a party to a compact with the whole people is supposing it to have an 

existence before it can have a right to exist. 

The only instance in which a compact can take place between the people and those who exercise the 

government, is that the people shall pay while they choose to employ them. 

A Constitution is the property of the Nation and more specifically of the Individual, and not those who exercise 

the government. All the Constitutions of America are declared to be established in the authority of the People. 

The authority of the Constitution is grounded upon the absolute, God-given free agency of each Individual, and 

this is the basis of all powers granted, reserved or withheld in the authorization of every word, phrase, clause or 

paragraph of the Constitution. Any attempt by Congress, the President or the Courts to limit, change or enlarge 

even the most claimed insignificant provision is therefore ultra vires and void ab initio. 



No one applying the Constitution to any situation has any business, right or duty to look in any direction for 

sovereignty but toward the people. Any attempt or inclination to do so is a violation of one's Oath and 

continuing duty to uphold, maintain and support the Constitution of the United States of America. 

As the Thirteenth, Fourteenth, and Fifteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution are found to have 

been brought into effect outside the mandates of Article V of the United States Constitution, these three 

Amendments (as a franchise to the United States) must be forfeited as a case of perversion./116 An Amendment 

to the United States Constitution is not brought into effect through usage, by Acts of Congress, or by Opinions 

of Courts. 

The federal Courts of the United States have found that questions of ratification of an Amendment to the United 

States Constitution are "political questions" to which the Courts will not address. According to the federal 

Courts, either the Congress of the United States or the States 

have the "textually demonstrable constitutional commitment of the issues" to determine the validity of the 

ratification votes cast on an Amendment. 

The authority to determine the validity of the votes cast in ratification of an Amendment are with the States and 

more specific, with the Convention of the States, as the U.S. Constitution at Article V declares that it shall be 

the power of the legislatures of the States to ratify proposed Amendments and to call for Constitutional 

Conventions. The people have declared within Article IX of the Bill of Rights to the Constitution for the United 

States that those powers not delegated to the United States are reserved to the States. 

As the federal Courts and the Congress of the United States have refused to determine the legitimacy of the 

ratification votes cast on the Civil War Amendments, it is proper and necessary for the legislatures of the States 

to question the Amendments. It appears from case law, the proper procedure would be for the legislatures of the 

several States to call for a "Constitutional Convention" for the purpose of making an investigation into the 

Amendments to determine if they were proposed and ratified in accordance to the provisions of the Constitution 

for the United States of America. It appears that only the "Convention" has the authority and power to act on 

questions with respect to matters of fraud, irregularity, or illegal practices in the conduct of Congress or the 

Legislatures. /117 
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